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DEDICATION. |y 
cullian declares, he believ'd it, whilſt 
he was. a, Catholick; and the, World 
neither felt nor fear d the Errors and 
Tytanny of Papal Power, , when it 
univerſally obtain d in 4 Weſtern 
Church. on 5 14 

I hope the Deſign 4 : | Fxecured 
with exactneſs enough to make it 
ſerviceable. As you have been re- 
markable in your Station for oppo- 
ſing the Revival of old Hereſy, and 
modern FanatieiftI have taken the 
Liberty to inſcribe it to you. The 
intended Reſpect to your Character, 
begs your Excuſe rather than your 


the Montaniſls with Sabellianiſm, ſo far are they from be- 
ing Trinitarians. Ed. Froben. Tom. 2. p. 128. Ep. ad 
Marcellam. Primum ip dei. regula, diſcrepamus, Nes 
Patrem, & Filium; s iran Sanctum i in ſua unumquem- 
que perſia potimug,* Peer ſubſtantia copulemus: III i 
LMontaniſtæ] Sabelli degma ſectantes, Trinitatem in uniug 
perſonæ anguſtias cogunt. According zo Tertullian, F they 
are Trinitarians, that Faith is not peculiar to Moncaniſzn ; 
according to Jerome, they are the (AT eben Sabel- 
lians. 
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SECT. IM; 
Of the Subordination of the Son to the 
Father, as his Original and Principle. 
| AQ HAF. + nes 
The Firſt Thefis is propos'd concerning this 
Subordination, and confirm'd by the unant- 
mous Conſent of the Antients. It is ſhewny 
that the manner of ſpeaking of ſome 
Moderns, in which they call the Son God of, 
or from Himſelf, is contrary to the Nicene 
Synod, and the Opinion of all Catholick 
Dodtors before and after it. 


E E have ſaid a great deal concerning the 
SR Subordination of the Son to the Father, 
by the way, in the preceding Sections; 
bvbbut the Argument is very well worthy, a 
9 WP more accurate Explication by itſelf,” eſpe- 
_ cially ſince in the beginning of our Work, we pro- 
Vol. II. | _ © poſed 
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poſed to confirm it by 'Teſtimonies, as a diſtin& Head 

of Doctrine, deliver'd in the Nicene Creed. Let this 

be the Theſis concerning this Subordination. 
THESIS I. 


The Catholick Doctors who have wrote before and fince the 
Nicene Council, have, by their Suffrage, confirm'd that 


Decree of the Council, in which it is determin d, that the 


Son is God of God. For they have with one Mouth taught, 
that the Divine Nature and Perſections agree to the Fa- 
ther and the Son, not collaterally, or co-ordinately, but 
ſubordinatel), i. e. That the Son hath indeed the ſame 
Divine Nature common with the Father, but communi- 
cated by the Father ; ſo that the Father alone hath that 
Divine Nature of bimſelf, or from no other; but the Son 
from the Father, and therefore, that the Father is the 
Fountain, Original, and Principle of the Divinity which 
is in the Son. . . 
2. We need not give our ſelves much Trouble in 
provirg that Part of our 'Theſis which relates to the 
Ante-Nicene Doctors, becauſe it is ſufficiently con- 
firm'd by moſt of the Teſtimonies cited concerning 
the Generation of the Son in the ſecond and third 
Sections. The very Words Son and Generation do at firſt 


imply the f Subordination of the Son to the Father, 


who begat him ; and theſe Words they uſe every 
where. Novatian, or the Author of the Book con- 
cerning the Trinity among Tertullian's Works, hath 
indeed expreſs'd the common Notion of theſe Antients, 
in a Place cited by us before more than once. What- 
ſoever, ſays he, the Son is, he is not of himſelf, be- 
cauſe not unborn ; but of the Father, becauſe be- 
gotten. Whether he is the Word, or the Power, 


1 Dr. Whitby would make bis Reader believe that Biſhop Bull 
has ocun d a Subordination in Eſſence ; for to the Biſhop's Words he has 
very boweſtly added theſe [quoad eſſentiam] and printed the whole 
Sentence in a different Character. But this is not the only Paſſage, in 
«rbich he bas been ferc'd upon very unfair Methods. in order to prove 
an Abſurdity upon the great Prelate. Vid, Modeſtæ Diſquiſitiones 
pref. p. 23. | 


Or 


the NIC ENE FAIT H. 1 
or the Wiſdom, or the Light, or the Son, and what- 
ſoever of theſe he is, he is that from no other 
Cauſe than the Father, owing his Original to his 
Father. Juſtin Martyr expreſly ſays, (a) that the 
Father 1s to the Son the Cauſe of his Being. Hence 
it is uſual with the ſame Juſtin, and the other Ante- 


| Nicene Writers, to call God the Father, by way of 


Diſtinction; ſometimes God abſolutely, ſometimes 
the one God, ſometimes the God and Father of 
all, (according to the (b) Scriptures) namely, becauſe 


the Father alone is God of himſelf, but the Son God 


of God. For this Cauſe alſo thoſe Writers, as often 
as they name the Father and the Son together, com- 
monly give the Name of God to the Father, denoting 
the ſecond Perſon by the Title of Son of God, 
or Saviour, or Lord, or ſome ſuch like Appel- 
lation. Tertullian ſpeaks well upon this Point: 1 
will follow the Apoſtle, ſays he, ſo that if the Fa- 
ther and Son are to be named together, I'll call the 
Father God, and Jeſus Chriſt our Lord. Now TI 
can only call Chriſt God, as the ſame Apoſtle does; 
of whom Chriſt, who is God over all, bleſſed for 
ever. For I will call a Ray of the Sun by itſelf, 


the Sun; bur when I name the Sun, whoſe Ray it 
is, I'll not at the ſame time call the Ray alſo the 


Sun. ; 

3. But, as I ſaid, No- body can doubt whether the 
Ante-Nicene Doctors acknowledg'd the Subordination, 
of which we ſpeak. Ir remains then to ſhew, that 
the Poſt-Nicene Fathers deliver'd the ſame Do&rine, 


and were conſtant Defenders of the Faith determin'd 


in it, that no one may think we have miſtaken the 
Words of the Nicene Creed. They alſo bravely affirm, 
that the Father is the Cauſe, Principle, and Author 


af the Son, and even call the Father the One God. 


Firſt, then, they call the Father the Principle of the 
Son, namely, as that Word Principle ſignifies that, 


(a) Juſtin, p. 358. (5) 1 Cor. viii. 4. Eph. iv. 6, John xvii. 3. 
5 3 from 
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from which ſomething ariſes, no matter how ; that is, 
whether in Time, or from Eternity; not as it ſigni- 
fies a Beginning of Exiſtence, when a thing, which 
before was not, begins to be. Athanaſius thus (a) ex- 
plains thoſe Words of John: In the Beginning was the 
Word, as though the Evangeliſt had written, the Son 
was in the Father: for according to John, the Word 
was in this Principle, and the Word was with God. For 
God 1s the Principle, and fince the Word was from 
it, the Word was God. Now Gregory Nyſſen (b) ac- 
curately explains the (c) Notion of the Word Principle, 
how the Son hath the Father as his Principle; and 
alſo, how he is without Principle: But ſiuce the Word 
*'Aew, or Principle, hath many Significations, and 
an extenſive Idea, we ſay there are ſome of them, in 
which we are not to deny to the only begotten Son 
the Title of Beginningleſs. For when by the Word Be- 
ginningleſs, we have the Notion of having a Subſiſtence 
from no Cauſe, we confeſs it to be proper to the Fa- 
ther only : but when the Queſtion is of any of the 
other Significations of the Word Beginning, as when 
it hath the Idea of the beginning of any Creature, of 
Time and Order, in theſe we bear "Teſtimony to the 
only Begotten, that he is above, or higher than Begin- 
ning; ſo that we believe him, by whom all things 
were made, to be above every Beginning of Creation, 
Notion of 'Time, and Degree of Order : So that the 
Word is not Beginningleſs in Subſiſtence, but in every 
other reſpect, is confeſſedly Beginningleſs ; that the 
Father is Beginningleſs, and Unbegotren, but that 
the Son is after the manner aforeſaid Beginningleſs, 
but not Unbegotten. Thus alſo (d) Gregory Nazianzen 
explains how the Three Divine Perſons are equally 


(a) Vol. 1. Tom. 1. p. 617. 
(b) Ed. Grets. p. 118. Lib. 1. contra Eunomium. 
(c) This Notion of St. Gregory Nyſſen is abundantly confirm'd by 
many Places of the Antients, both before and after the Nicene Coun- 
cil, as is plain from ſeveral Netes I have made before, 
| (d) Orat. 35. P · 562. 33 


Beginning - 


* 
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Beginningleſs, and how the Father alone is Beginning- 
leſs. How are they, the Son and Spirit, not Beginning- 
leſs with him, the Father, if eternal with him? They 
are from him, but not after him. What is Beginning- 
leſs, is Eternal; but what is Eternal, is not altoge- 


ther Beginningleſs, ſo long as it is referr'd to the 


Father, as the Beginning, they are not then Begin- 
ningleſs with reſpe& to the Cauſe. And again, (a) 
the Father is properly ſaid of him that is Beginning- 
leſs, the Son of him that is begotten Beginningleſs. 


Laſtly, Cyrillus Alexandrinus, in the beginning of his 


firſt Book of Commentaries upon John, teaches, that 
the Father is the Principle of the Son or Beginning, 
only as he is that from which he proceeded. | 

4. The Word Cauſe 4/7:6-, or «ma, in Latin Cauſa, 


is of the ſame nature with Principle, or Principium. 


J have a little before obſerv'd, that Juſtin Martyr hath 
ſaid that the Father is the Cauſe of the Son. Now, 


the Catholick Authors who wrote after the Riſe of 


the Arian Controverſy, ſpeak after the like manner: 
They ſay that one Perſon in the Trinity, namely, 
God the Father, is the Cauſe, and that there are 
which are cauſed, the Son and Holy Spirit. (b) So 
Conſtantine the Great; The Father is the Cauſe of 


the Son, and the Son is cauſed. (c) So Athanaſius 


(or ſome other Perſon, Catholick without doubt in this 
Doctrine) The Son is not the Cauſe, but the Cauſed. 


(ad) Baſil ſays, We ſay the Father is ſet before the 


Son, as Cauſes are before thoſe things that proceed 
from them. And again, (e) 'The Father, what elſe 


doth it ſignify, but to be the Cauſe and Beginning of 


him, who is begotten of him? In like manner, 
Gregory Nazianzen (F) aſſerts more than once, that 
the Father is the Cauſe of the Son and Holy Spirit: 
For he would be the Principle of ſmall things, and 


(a) Pag. 590. (5) Euſeb. E. H. p. 480. (c) Tom. 2. 
p. 339. (4) Baſil, Tom. 1. p. 720. (e) p. 724 (5) Greg. 
Naz. Orat. 29. Tom. 1. p. 390. | 


A 3 things 
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things unworthy of him, if he was not the Cauſe of 
the Godhead in the Son and Holy Spirit. And a 
little after, in the ſame place: 'There is one God, 
the Son and Holy Spirit being referr'd to one Cauſe. 
And again he ſaith, that God the Father is the Princi- 
ple, as the Cauſe, Fountain, and eternal Light f. 
Damaſcene (a) alſo writes thus : We acknowledge 
a Difference of Subſiſtence in theſe Three Properties 
only, in the Father's and uncaus'd ; the Son's and 
caus d; the Proceſſive and caus'd. The ſame Per- 
ſon, in his firſt Book of Images, not far from the be- 
ginning: The Son is the Image of the inviſible God, 
who hath the Father in him, and is in all things the 
ſame with him, except in this one, that he is from 
him, as from a Cauſe. For the Father is the natural 
Cauſe from which the Son proceeds. Of the Latins, 


(b) Marius Victorinus has ſpoke after the ſame manner: 
But the Father is greater, in that he gave all things to 


the Son, and is to the Son the Cauſe of his Being, 
and of his being after ſuch a manner. Now before, 
Victorinus had ſaid, that the Son indeed was the prin- 
cipal Cauſe of all things, but the Father the ſuperior 


Cauſe, as being the Cauſe of the Son. Hilary (c) calls 5 


the Father the Cauſe of the Nativity of the Son. 
And (4) ſpeaking of the eternal Generation of the 
Son, he faith, And being born of a Cauſe, yet per- 

fect and immutable, it is neceſſary he be born of that 
Cauſe in the Propriety of that Cauſe. Laſtly, Au- 
guſtine (e) alſo ſpeaks after the ſame manner : God is 
the Cauſe of all things that are, As he is the Cauſe 


of all things, he is the Cauſe of his own Wiſdom, 


nor was God ever without his Wiſdom. 'Therefore he 
is the eternal Cauſe of his own eternal Wiſdom, nor 
is he prior in Time to his own Wiſdom. | 


Compare with theſe Orat. 24. p. 429. and Orat. 27. p. 501. 
(a) Damaſc. Lib. 3. de Orthod. fide, c. 5. (6) In Lib. 1. 


adv. Arium. (e) Hil. de Trin. Lib. 11. (4) Lib. 12. 


(e) Auguſt. Lib. 7 * Queſt, I6, 


5. The 
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Ihe NICENE FAIT RE. 7 
5. The Word Author is of the ſame Signification, 

which the Latin Doctors frequently attribute to the 
Father, in reſpe& of the Son. Thus (a) Hilary upon 
that place of John, chap. 5. ver. 19. If he doeth what 
he doth, by Authority of the paternal Nature in him, 
the Father doeth it, who even now worketh on the 
Sabbath. The Son is not to be accus'd of working, 
inaſmuch as he hath before him the Authority of rhe 
Father's working. For the Words | the Son can't, Oc. ] 
muſt not be referr'd to Infirmity, but Authority. 
Again, (b) Now ſince the unbegotten God was the 
Author of the perfect Nativity of the Divine Bleſſed- 
neſs, to be the Author of the Nativity is a ſacred 
Property of the Father. But he is not diſgrac'd, who 
by a genuine Nativity makes up a compleat Image of 
his Author. Nay, the ſame Hilary does in other 
Places very frequently uſe this Word; as in the 4th 
Book, explaining the 44th Pſalm, he ſaith : Where- 
fore God hath anointed thee, even thy God. Thy, 
with relation to the Author ; Thee, to him who is of 
the Author: For he is God of God. Again, he is ſo 
the Image, not as to differ in kind, but to flgnify his 
Author. So in the Book of Synods, and in the Place 
Which we have cited elſewhere : He is ſubje& to the 
Father, as his Author. (c) Auguſtine alſo ſpeaks nicely, 
according to Cuſtom : In the Father, is inſinuated to 
us Authority; in the Son, Nativity ; and in the Holy 
Spirit, the Community of the Father and Son; in the 
Three, Equality. Of the ſame Import are the Words 
Root, Fountain, Head, which the antient Catholicks 
do in like manner attribute to God the Father, with 
reſpe& to the Son and Holy Spirit. So Bafil: (d) For 
the Father is he who hath a perfe& Exiſtence, wanting 
nothing, the Root and Fountain of the Son and Holy 
Spirit. Thus alſo Ambroſe ; (e) The Father is Lord, 
becauſe the Root of the Son. And again: (F) The 
(a) Lib. 9. de Trin. (b) bid. (c) Serm. 11. de Verb. 
Domini ſecund. Matth. (d) Homil. 27. contra Sabell. Tom. 1. 
p. 606. (e) Lib. 10. ip Lucam. (F) In Lib. g. de fulm. c. 53. 
Te” 4 4 FPather 
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Father is the Fountain of the Son, the Father 1s the 
Root of the Son. And Ruffinus, upon the Creed, 
calls the Father the Head of the Son. And though he 
8 the Head of all things, the Father is the Head of 

im. | : h 
6. Laſtly, 'The Antients were not afraid to call 
God the Father, as being the Principle, Cauſe, Au- 
thor, and Fountain of the Son, the one and only God. 
Thus the very Nicene Fathers begun their Creed, 
We believe in one God the Father Almighty, Oc. And 
then ſubjoin, And in one Jeſus Chriſt——God of God. 
The (a) Great Athanaſius, who knew the Senſe of the 
Nicene Council as well as any one, yields that the Fa- 
ther is juſtly call'd the one God, becauſe only unbe- 
gotten, and only the Fountain of the Godhead. 
Omitting others, which I might cite, I ſhall only add 
to him the Authority of Hilary. He explains the Paſ- 
ſage of John the Evangeliſt, chap. 17. ver. 3. in his 
34 Book upon the Trinity, and writes thus: The 
Son gives the Father due Honour, when he ſays, 
Thee the only true God. But yet the Son doth not ſepa- 
rate himſelf from the Truth or Reality of God, or 
the Godhead, when he adds, And Jeſus Chriſt whom 
thou haſt ſent. There is no Difference in the Confeſ- 
ſion of Believers, becauſe in both of them is the Hope 
of Life. Neither is the true God gone off from him, 
who has him jointly | with the Son]. When therefore 
it is ſaid, That they may know thee the only true 
Gods, and Jeſus Chriſt whom thou haſt ſent; under 
this Signification of him that ſendeth, and him that is 
ſent, the Truth and Divinity of the Father and Son 
is no way diſtinguiſh'd; but the Faith of our Religion 
is ſet to the Confeſſion of one that begat, and another 
that is begotten. To all theſe Teſtimonies, I will 
add this by way of Concluſion, That this Doctrine of 
one Principle in the Trinity without Principle, namely, 
the Father, was ſo fix d and eſtabliſh'd in the primi- 


| 9 
(a) Tom. 2. p. 37. 
tire 
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tive Church, that in the 49th of thoſe Canons, call'd 
Apoſtolical, he is condemned, who ſhall baptize into 
Three {Perſons] Beginningleſs, or without Principle. 
Upon which Canon, this is f Zonaras's Note: For the 
Church is taught to worſhip one Beginningleſs, the 
Father, as having no Cauſe; and one Son, as being 
ineffably begotten ; and one Comforter, the Holy 
\, Ghoſt. | PLE | 
FJ. This Theſis is eſpecially worth Notice, upon ac- 
count of ſome * Moderns, who obſtinately contend, 
that the Son may properly be call'd God of himſelf. 
This Opinion now is both repuggant to their Hypo- 
theſes who defend it, and to Catholick Conſent. For 
they ſay, that the Son of God is from God the Father, 
as he is Son, not as he is God; that he had his Perſon, 
not his Eſſence or Divine Nature, from the Father. 
But this 1s contradictory: For as Petavius (b) rightly 
obſerves, the Son cannot be begotten of the Father, 
_ unleſs he have from him his Nature and Godhead. 
For what elſe 1s it to be begotten, than to be born 
of another after a Similitude of Nature? Thus it is 
neceſſary that he who is begotten, ſhould have a Na- 
ture communicated from him that begat, that he may 
be like him. But if Chriſt, as he is the Son of God, is 
not God, or without Divinity, he only had a Relation 
from the Father: But a Relation can't be without a Sub- 
ject. A Perſon here can't be without a Subſtance, unleſs 


+ See how the Anſwer to the Queries tranſlates, and mutilates 
Zonaras, p. 83. : | 1 
* Dr. Clarke endeavours to ſpeav, that this Notion is contrary to 
another of the Biſhop's, (Set. 2. Chap. 9.) where he diſtinguiſhes our 
Lord into God abſolutely, or relatively as God of God, &c. and urges, 
that he muſt either believe as they do, <vhom he oppoſes, or contradict 
himfelf : But avere is the Contradiction to ſay this? The Man that de- 
vd his Being from another is abſolute Man, and alſo Man in the 
Relation of a Son to him from whom he devivyd it. Can't this Di- 
ſtinction be made, and different Regards be had to this Man in each of 
theſe reſpects, without affirming him to be in one of them a Man, and 
in the other a Perſon only. Is he not as well a Perſon, as he is an ab- 
ſolute Man, as he is one when relatively conſider !? 


5) Pe Trin. Lib. 3. e. 3. n. 3. | 
_ you 
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ou make a Perſon in the Divinity to be only a mere 
Mode of Exiſtence, which is Sabelianiſm. | 
Hence the ſame Petavius hath in another place juſtly 
ronouncd them to be in a very great Error, (a) not 
verbal, as Bellarmize thought, but real, who would 
have the Son to be God of himſelf. He ſubjoins his 
Reaſons, that it overthrows, what he ſeems plainly to 
profeſs, namely, that the Son 1s generated of the Fa- 
ther. For, ſays he, Generation cannot be conceiy'd 
without the Communication of ſomething ; nay, fur- 
ther, of no other thing, but Nature, Eſſence, Sub- 
ſtance, for as much as the Production is ſubſtantial; 
and Generation in this differs from other Propagations 
of Quality or Quantity. But if Eſſence is communi- 
cated to the Son by Generation, he hath Eſſence from 
the Father, not from himſelf. Otherwiſe he would 
either not be begotten, or not be begotten of another. 
Hence Damaſcenus (b) very well ſays, All things which 
the Son and Spirit have, they have of the Father, 
even Exiſtence itſelf. 

8. How this Opinion is repugnant to Catholick Con- 
ſent, I have ſhewn a little before. The very Synod 
of Nice hath decreed, that the Son is God of God: 

but he who is God of God, can't be faid to be God 
from himſelf, without a manifeſt Contradiction. But 

why do I endeavour to tye them up by the Authority 
of the Nicene Council, who have no Regard to it? 
For the Ring-leader of this Se& is not afraid to call 
the venerable Fathers of it Fanaticłs; the Form of Con- 
feſſion, namely, God of God, Light of Light, very 
God of very God, harſh, tautologous, and fitter for a 
Sonnet than a Creed. * I dread to repeat what he 
has 


(a) De Trin. Lib. 6. c. 11. n. 10. (6) De Fide Orthod. 
Lib. 1. c. 10. | 
* Dy. Clarke, ©. take great Nitice of this Paſſage; a disjointed, 

ſingle Sentence; as they alſo do of moſt of the other Places, which ex- 
preſs or imply the Subord nation, either in the Holy Fathers, or our 
learned and pious Biſhop. It is enough with them to ſy, that the 
Weight of Truth oblig d them to make ſuch Conceſſions. This my C 
vi > | a 5 
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has ſaid, and ſeriouſly exhort the pious and ſtudious 
Youth to beware of that Spirit, from which ſuch 
things proceeded. We have indeed great Obligations 
to that Perſon for his good Service in the Popiſh Con- 
troverſy ; but far be it from us to take him for our 
Maſter, to ſwear what he thinks fit to ſay ; or, laſtly, 
to be afraid, upon all juſt Occaſions, freely to cenſure. 
his manifeſt Errors, his novel, uncatholick Tenets. 
Whoſoever he is, or in other reſpects how great ſoever, 
who deſpiſes the Authority of the antient Catholick 
Church, ſo far we ſhall give him no Credit or Au- 
thority. The Sonnet, ſo much derided by the Great 
Man, was ſung by a ſacred Choir of about three 
Hundred Biſhops, and Presbyters and Deacons innu- 
merable, aſſembled in that Firſt and moſt Auguſt 
Oecumenical Synod. The Ante - Nicene Catholick 
Doctors ſung the ſame with wonderful Harmony, as 
we have prov'd by Citations from them in the ſecond 
and third Sections. In a word, That the Son of God 
is God of God, is the Voice and Song of the whole 
Catholick Church of Chriſt, conſonant to the Word of 
God in his holy Oracles, and never [in primitive 
Times] oppoſed by any, but at his own Peril. 

9. I will add one thing further from Petavius, 
(a) That that Opinion is manifeſtly contrary to the 
Doctrine of the firſt Reformers, Luther and Melan- 
&hon. For Luther, (b) among many other things er- 
roneoully determin'd by that corrupt Church, reckons 
that Decree of the Lateran Council, that the divine 
Eſſence neither generates, nor is generated. Who 


auill ſerve any Perſon that avill make uſe of it. Suppoſe the Doctor and 

his Friends had, as they boaſt, all the Antients on their fide, and ſome 
Orthodox Adverſary ſhould glean a few Paſſages, which they rather 
chuſe to rejett with Indignation, than explain conſiſtentiy with their 
Scheme, tacking to them the famous Gloſs (ſee how far the Weight of 
Truth will oblige, &c.) how eaſily might he be anſwer'd? 


(a) De Trin. Lib. C. Ce 12, De Is (6) Tom. 2, fol. 70. Lib. 
de Captiv. Babylon. | | 


then 
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then can doubr but that he thought their Opinion a 
manifeſt Error, who plainly deny that God is born of 
God, and teach that the Son is God, not from the 
Father, but himſelf > Melancthon, in his Explication 
of the Nicene Creed, thinks it truly ſaid, that the Eſ- 
ſence of the Son 1s begotten, as it is faid in the Creed, 


God of God, Light of Light. Then he thus anſwers 


to this Objection: The ſame cannot beget itſelf; 


therefore ſince Eſſence is the ſame, Eſſence can't beget 


Eſſence : 'The ſame as incommunicable, can't beget 
itſelf; but the fame as communicable, is communi- 


cated to the begotten : but Eſſence is communicable, 
therefore is communicated to the Begotten. At the 


ſame time and place, Petavius very ridiculouſly hugs 
himſelf in the Diſagreement of Hereticks, as he calls 
them, among themſelves. As though, forſooth, there 
was no Claſhing in the Church of Rome; when in 


this very Point, there is a manifeſt Contradiction 
between Richardus Viftorinus, and the Maſter of 


the Sentences; (to ſay nothing of the Abbot Joa- 
chim) the one ſaying with Auſtin, and the other Fa- 
thers, that Subſtance begets Subſtance, and Wiſdom 
Wiſdom ; the other aſſerting, that Eſſence doth not 
beget Eſſence. For Petavius, in vain, attempts to re- 
concile theſe jarring Notions : He confeſſes, that moſt 
of the Schoolmen and Divines thought, that the Late- 
ran Council had determin'd before for the Opinion of 
the Maſter againſt the Doctrine of Richard. The je- 
ſuit muſt pardon us, if we give Credit to the Gene- 
rality of Schoolmen and Divines, rather than Petavius 


only. I will add, that by the ſame Subtilties by 


which Petavius endeavours to ſet a Gloſs upon the 
Opinion of the Council and the Maſter, he may alſo 


excuſe that Error of Calvins, which ſo highly pro- 


vokes him. The Caſe will be plain to any one, who 
conſiders it cloſely. But I wiſh that the Schoolmen on 
both ſides of the Queſtion, would forbear their trifling 
Subtilties upon this moſt venerable Myſtery ; and that 
we might all embrace, with an holy Simplicity of Faith, 

— the 
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the Opinion of the Catholick Church, namely, that 
the Son of God is God of ' God, and very God of 


very God. 


10. What a great Man objects, (a) That the Son is 
by Origen call'd Wiſdom itſelf, Truth and Righteouſ- 
neſs itſelf, is nothing at all to the purpoſe. For it is 


certain, that in thoſe Words, the Pronoun which we 
render | itſelf ] imports only the Reality of the Thing, 


not the Cauſe, or Original; ſo that Origen intended 
no more than that the Son, even as the Father, is the 
moſt perfect Wiſdom, Truth and Righteouſneſs, not 
in the mean time denying that the Son had all theſe 


Perfe&ions from another, namely, from the Father. - 


For ſo the ſame Origen (b) calls the Son in another 


Place, not only Wiſdom itſelf, or the very Wiſdom, | 
but alſo the very Son. Where it is plain He is call'd 


the very Son, not as being the Son of himſelf, (for 


What cou'd be more abſurd ?) bur as being the true 
and genuine Son of God. In this Senſe alſo Athanafius 


applies the ſame Words to the Son of God, as we 
have cited him before. And in this Senſe, no Catho- 
lick will deny that the Son of God is Aloe, i. e. 
true and very God. Hence Euſebius (c) himſelf, who 


 acknowledg'd the Subordination of the Son to the 


Father, as his Original and Principle, as much as any 
one, never doubted to ſay, that our Saviour was truly 


to be worſhip'd as the genuine Son of the Supreme 


God, and as very God. Here the Word 'Av]o$e2s, it 
is manifeſt, does not denote God of, or from himſelf, 
bur the very God ; both becauſe the Son of God is 
here call'd Aulos, and that in the ſame Breath the 
Father is call'd the Supreme God, and alſo that the 
Word *Av]o24% is explanatory of what went before, 
namely the genuine Son: and laſtly, from what fol- 
lows in the ſame Place; for a little after, Euſebius 
ſpeaking of the Government, and ſupreme Empire of 


(a) Chamier. Corp. Theolog. I. 3. c. 19. p. 106. (5 com- 
ment. in Joannem, Tom, 32, Ed. Huet. p. 416. (c) E. H. 307. 


our 


| 
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our Saviour, ſays, What could reſiſt the Will of the 
Word, King of all, Governour of all, and very God ? 
Now the Son is by Euſebius call'd Aulos, as HNeing 
very God, truly God, or God himſelf. But perhaps 
it may be worth the while to recite what the excellent 
Valeſius hath noted upon the Place (d). This Place, 
ſays he, is eſpecially to be obſerv'd, in which Euſebius 
calls Chriſt truly and of himſelf God; for this Place, 
in my Judgment indeed, is ſufficient to refute all the 
Calumnies of thoſe, who have believ'd Euſebius to be 
infected with Arianiſm. The very learned Father 
then is abundantly clear'd of this Accuſation by the 
more plain 'Teſtimonies we have cited before. But I 
return to Origen. He expreſiy affirms (e), That the Father 
alone is God of himſelf, and ought to be call'd in that 
Place, where he thus oppoſes thoſe Perſons, who, 
that they might not ſeem to deny one God, either de- 
termin'd, that the Father and the Son were the ſame 
Perſon, or that the Son was eflentially different from 
the Father : They muſt ſay that God, with the Article, 
is the Acſobsds or very God of himſelf; beauſe our 
Saviour ſays, in the Prayer to the Father, That they 
may know thee the only irue God. But every thing 
beſides the Allo or God of himſelf, is, by participa- 
tion of the Divinity, made God. f In the mean time, 
in that very Place, Origen condemns thoſe as denying 
the Divinity of the Son, who place his Property, and 
circumſcribe his Eflence, as different from the Father. 
He then confeſs'd that the Father and Son are of the 
ſame Subſtance, therefore that the Son is true God as 


(4) Valeſ. Not. p. 172. (e) Comment. in Joannem, Tom. 2. 
p- 4). Ed. Huet. . 

f The Anſwer to the Queries (p. 41.) cites two Paſſages out of 

Origen's Comment upon St. John (the Place from which theſe are 

cited) but takes no notice of this plain Declaration, wuhich be might 

alſo have ſeen, if he had pleas d. If he borroav'd theſe Fragments of 

Dr. Clarke indeed, be is not ſo much to be blam'd ; for P- 4, and 5. 


of the Script. Doctrine, both Origen and Athanaſius are repreſented in 
the ſame maim'd conditions 


well 
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well as the Father; he confeſs'd this, I ſay, in the 
ſame Breath, in which he pronounc'd that the Father 
alone could be call'd Avr3:%s, or God of himſelf; fo 
that Petavius doth in vain carp at Origen in this Place. 
Conſult Huetius upon the Place if you pleaſe. 


Grabe's Annotations upon Section 10. 


To the Places cited from Origen, Athanaſius, and 


Euſebius, for the Phraſe in which the Son of God is 


call'd *AiJo5:385, may be added the Authority of Epi- 
phanius ( a) : God the Word having in himſelf all Per- 
fection, being Perfection itſelf, very God, Power, 
Mind, and Light itſelf. In what Senſe theſe Words 
of his are to be taken by us, (5) Athanaſius hath ex- 
cellently told us, He is not theſe by Participation, or 
as though he had theſe things externally, as thoſe who 
are partakers of him, or made wiſe by him, or are 
powerful or rational in him, but He is the very proper 
Wiſdom, Word, and Power of the Father. The 
Word 'Au73 prefix'd to Names, for the moſt part 
ſignifies, that the thing denoted by theſe Names is 


properly, eſſentially, and in its own nature ſuch [as 
it is faid to be:] Thus Suidas teaches. The Philo- 


ſophers, uſed the Word Abe for properly ſpeaking, and 
they noted the Idea by this Word, ſaying Au meD %, 
(a very Man, or the Idea of Man) and 'AvzZz5y, that 
which is properly, or rather to be thought. After 
this manner, no Catholick can deny, as one excellent 
Author has well obſerv'd, that Chriſt 1s *AuJ65z0y, or 
very, proper God. Nor does he leſs truly deny that 


he is to be call'd Are, as the prefix'd av] denotes 


that this or that is ſo, or ſo of itſelf, but hath not a 
Subſtance or Quality deriv'd from another. For it is 


certain that Chriſt had his Godhead and Divine At- 


tributes from the Father. 


(a) Epiphan. Hæreſ. 779, (b) Vol. 1. Tom. p. 46. 


CHAP 


CHAP. II. ; 

The Second Theſis is propos d and confirm'd, 
in which is ſhewn, That the Antients with 
one Voice taught, that God the Father, as 
being the Original and Principle of the 
Son, was greater than He, and alſo, that 
the Son is in Nature equal to the Father. 


Suppoſe I have, in the former Chapter, ſufficiently 

demonſtrated that the Antients commonly acknow- 
ledg'd the Subordination of the Son. to the Father, as 
his Original and Principle. Now that I am about to 
ſhew what they determin'd in conſequence of it, I 
propoſe to illuſtrate and confirm this Theſis. 


| THESIS II. 

The Catholick Doctors both before aud after the Smod of Nice, 
have unanimouſly determin'd, that God the Father is 
greater than the Son, even with reſpect to his Divinity, 
namely, not in Nature, or any eſſential Perfection which is 
in the Father aud not in the Son; but in Authority, 1. e. 


Original alone, as the Son is from the Father, not the 
Father from the Son, 


In this Theſis we aſſert two Things, 1/7, That the 
Antients determin'd, 'That God the Father was great- 
er than the Son, even with reſpe& to his Divinity : 
2dly, That they nevertheleſs taught that the Father 
was greater than the Son in Original only, but that 


both were in Nature equal. We will ſhew that the 


Antients deliver'd both theſe Do&rines with one 
Voice ; and firſt we will begin with thoſe who wrote 

before the Riſe of . Arianiſm. | 
2. Ot whom Juſtin, almoſt the antienteſt of them 
all, manifeſtly makes a certain Order, or as it were 
Degree 
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Degree of Dignity in the Holy Trinity. In the 
Aer in the Vulgar Editions, call'd the Second, be 


ſays, (a) That the Chriſtians did rationally reverence 
Chriſt, giving him the ſecond Place. And immediately 


| after he again ſays, That the Chriſtians did juſtly give 


to. Jeſus Chriſt the ſecond Place after the unchangeable, 
eternal God the Father of all Things (5b). Again, in 
the ſame Apology ; The firſt Power after God, the 
Father and Lord of all things, is the Son, who is the 
Word. And it is parallel to this, that in the ſame 


_ Apology, he again calls the Son (c) the Power next 
after the ſupreme God. Laſtly, In the Dialogue with 


Trypho, (d) he calls the Son the Miniſterial God of God, 
the Maker of all things. Yer, the ſame Juſtin elſe- 


where, namely, in his Epiſtle to Drognetus, expreſly 
denies that the Son of God is a Miniſter, calling him the 
Maker and Creator of all things. See the remarkable 
| Paſſage cited entire before (e). You'll ſay, how can 
- theſe things be reconcil'd ? Eaſily. When the Son is 


call'd the ſecond, or next after the Father, or the 


Miniſter of the Father, theſe Words denote a Subor- 
dination of Perſons, as being originated one of ano- 
ther, but not a Difference or Inequality of Nature in 
the Divine Perſons. The Facher, as Father, is firſt 
in the Holy Trinity, the Son is next to the Father. 


In all the Divine Operations, the Son is the Miniſter 


of the Father, as he operates from God the Fa- 


ther, the Fountain and Original both of the Di- 


vine Eſſence and Operations; and the Father by 
him; not the Father from him, or he by the Father. 
Upon which account, Clement of Alexandria, () a true 
| Catholick in this Article, - doubted not to write thus 
| concerning the Son of God: All the Power of the Lord 
is referr'd to the Almighty ; and if we may ſo ſpeak, 
. the Son is the Energy of the Father. In the mean 
time, in moſt of thoſe places in which he calls the Son 
the Miniſter of the Father, he has reſpect to that 


{a) Pag. 60. (5) p. 74. (e) p. 93. (d) 27 . 2. 
Ch. 4 n. 6. (f) * 8 FG LA” 


+::2 Vor. II, * Piper 
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Diſpenſation which he the Son freely underwent for 
the Salvation of Mankind; (as I ſhall ſhew hereafter) 


and that not firſt begun from his Incarnation, but 


from the Fall of Man. But the Son is truly denied 
to be the Miniſter, or Servant of the Father, with 
reſpect to the ſame Divine Nature, which he hath in 
common with the Father, though communicated by 
him, 1. e. as he is not one of the Creatures of God, 


which are properly ſaid to miniſter to God; but true 


God, even as the Father. The Son is alſo juſtly call'd 


the Maker and Creator of all things, as well as the 
Father, becauſe, though he had the Divine Nature 


and Omnipotence from the Father, he made all things 
not by that of another Perſon, but by his own natu- 


ral Power and Omnipotence. Some of the Antients 
indeed have ſaid that the Father made this World by 
the Son, as by an Inſtrument, meaning a connatural, 
not an extraneous Inſtrument, as Grotius hath well ob- 


ſerv'd ſomewhere. Hence Irenæus hath ſaid, that the 
Son miniſter'd to the Father in the very Creation; 
whois, notwithſtanding, as ſtrenuous as any Man, in 


aſſerting the natural Equality of the Father and Son. 
(a) Juſtin has fully and exactly comprehended the 
whole Matter in a few Words, in his Dialogue with 
Trypho, where, in his Notes upon this place of Genefis, 


| The Lord rain'd Fire from the Lord out of Heaven, he 
ſaith; The Words of the Prophet ſhew that there 


were two in number; one on Earth, who ſays, that 


| he deſcended to ſee the Cry of Sodom; another in Hea- 


ven, who is the Lord of the Lord upon Earth, as be- 
ing Father, and God and the Cauſe of Exiſtence to 
him, who is alſo powerful, and Lord and God: I ſay, 


that from this ſhort Sentence, we have a Key to open 


the Senſe of all thoſe Places, in which Juſtin ſeems to 


have ſpoken leſs honourably of the Son of God. Here 


he teaches that God the Father is God, and Lord of 
his Son: How ? As he is the Fountain of the Divinity, 


ö 1 (a) Page 358, | nk Ns —— * 


and 


— — — - 


„ ak a oe ES 7 rat es 


— —— — — 


the NICENE FAITH. 19 


and the Cauſe of the Son's Exiſtence. The ſame 

Perſon, notwithſtanding, doth no leſs clearly teach 

in the ſame Breath, that the Son is God and Lord, 

even as the Father; or that the Father granted it to 

the Son, that he ſhould be what he is, God and Lord. 

The Son then is leſs than the Father, as he hath a 

Cauſe; but equal to him in Nature. The Son is 

equally God and Lord as the Father, and in this only 

differs from the Father, that he is God and Lord from 
the Father, who is God and Lord of himſelf ; i, e. as 

the Nicene Synod hath determin'd it, God of God, 

= and very God of very God. We alſo conclude more 
ſtrongly (if indeed there can be any Difficulty in 
ſuch plain Words) from hence, that this is Juſtin's 


i Meaning, becauſe in the Words immediately pre- 
7 ceding, he deſcribes the Generation of the Son from 
the Eflence of the Father, and ſays, that the Son is 
E | '' begotten of the Father, not by a Diviſion of the pa- | 
eternal Eſſence, but by a ſimple Communication, ſuch 
. as is betwixt the Fire that kindles, and the Fire that 
4 e pod e 5 2 
1 The Fire kindled, as Juſtin elſewhere (a) expreſly ; 
e | ſays, is of the very ſame Nature with that from which | 
h ir was kindled, and only differs in that Communica- 
x tion. Thus the Son is the true Divine Light, as well 
WM as the Father, nor is any way inferior to him, but as 
re he is Light of Light, according to another Determi- 
ut nation of the Niceze Council. And, indeed, to put 
* the Reader in mind of it once for all, whoſoever ace. 
KL | knowledges the Son to be conſubſtantial with the Fa- : 
o | ther (which Juſtin, and the other Antients, have done | 
ay, to a Man, as I have ſhewn before) he, upon that very 
„en account, does by conſequence neceſſarily confeſs that | 
FR the Son is in Nature equal to the Father. How, I b 
ere beſeech you, can any one believe the ſame Divine Na- ; 
of ture to be common to the Son with the Father, and 
ity, yet think that the Son wants ſome eſſential Property | 


(a) See Seth, 2. chap, 4» n. 3. | | | 
awd | 8 1 
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of the Divine Nature, and is conſequently inferior to 
the Father? If Chriſt be the Son of God, and the 
true Son, namely, begotten of the Eſſence of the Fa- 
ther, he is neceſlarily equal to his Father in Nature, 
i. e. in thoſe things which are proper to the Father, 
as God. This we Ge in the Propagation of all Animals, 
© eſpecially Men; for all Men are by Nature equal, 
and only difter in Accidents, which have no place in 
+ God, or the Divine Nature. Nay, further, no Sub- 
ſtance can be more a Subſtance or leſs a Subſtance than 
another: If ſo, then there can be no Queſtion or 
Controverſy concerning the Diſſimilitude of thoſe 
things, which cannot be more or leſs perfect one than 
another, namely, of Subſtances in general, and by 
"conſequence of the Divine Subſtance : But this by the 
way. I proceed from Juſtin to the other Fathers. [ 
3. Irenæus expreſly ſays, that the Father is greater t 
than the Son. (a) The Lord, ſays he, is the only true 1 
M aſter for us to, learn from, that the Father is above > 
S 
n 


all; for he ſaith, the Father is greater than I. Now 

we have before ſhewn, that here he had an eſpecial 
Regard to the human Nature of Chriſt. But he ſaith, 
() That the Father commanded the Son to make the ci 
World: And again, That the (c) Son miniſtreth ro ne 


the Father in all things; which Words manifeſtly ſig- pe 
nify a certain Eminence of the Father above the Son, br 
even as he is moſt properly the Son of God. Yet the th 
ſame Irenzus faith, (d) that the immenſe Father is mea- hit 
ſur'd in the Son, and that the Son is the Meaſure of ſhc 
the Father, becauſe he comprehends him. In this Tl 


place, I have ſufficiently demonſtrated before, that thi 
the Equality of the Father and Son, as to Nature, is Fat 
plainly declar'd. Therefore, according to Jreneus, pro 
the ſame Son, who, in reſpe& to his Original from | the 
the Father, and the Diſpenſation he undertook, was | lute 
leſs than the Father; in reſpe& to his Divine Nature, war 


17 Page 207. (b) p. 334 (0) p. 250. (a) Vid. ſupra, 
» 2, Chap. 5. n. 4. | 3 


| | which Secon 
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which he hath in common with him, is equal to the 
Father; namely, ſo as to contain and comprebend 
him all, how great ſoever. In like manner, in that 


Famous Place, where he compares the Word and the 


Creatures, he expreſly notes this principal Difference, 
that no Creature is equal to his Maker, God the Fa- 
ther; thereby manifeſtly ſignifying that the Word and 

Son of God is altogether equal to God the Father. 
See the entire Place, Sect. 2. chap. 5. n. 5. But what 

need of many Words ? whoſoever has any Scruple in 
this Matter, let him read Book 2. Chap. 24. of Irenæus. 

There the holy Man is wholly employ'd in ſnewing 
againſt the Valentinians, that it is very abſurd and 
blaſphemous to ſay, the Word was imperfe&, which 
proceeded from the perfect Father. In the ſame Place, 
he ſharply rebukes the ſame Hereticks, for making their 
Nils or Mind a perfect Æon, and abſolutely equal to 
the Father of all things ; yet believing their Word, the 

Offspring of Nus, to be imperfe&, and plac'd in a 
State of Deminoration, (as the Verſion hath it.) Of 
many things in that Chapter to our purpoſe, we will 
cite this Place. (a) For, ſays he, the Father of all is 
not (as we have ſhew'd before) like a certain com- 
pounded Animal, ſomething beſide the Nis or Mind ; 
but Nus is the Father, and the Father is Nis. Ir is 
therefore neceſſary, that he who is the Word from 
him, nay, that the very Nis, which is the Word, 
ſhould be perfect and impaſſible. And a little after, 
The Logos then (not poſſeſſing, as they ſpeak, the 
third Order of Generation) was not ignorant of the 
Father, as they teach. For this will be thought more 
probable perhaps in the Generation of Men, ſince 
they often know not their Parents; but it is abſo- 
lutely impoſſible in the Word of the Father. After- 
wards he boldly pronounces in the ſame place, that 
they are blind to right Reaſon, who ſay the Word 


(a) Page 179. 


* The Valentinians ſaid the Mord was the Third, Irenæus the 
Second. | | = 
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22 I DEEENCEG | 
was ſent forth in a State of Inferiority. It is then 
very certain that  Jrenzus acknowledg'd the natural 
Equality of God the Father, and of his Word, or 
Son. | ch 


4. Clement of Alex. ſeem'd to have taught in a Place 


(a) afore-cited, that the Son of God is the next Power 


after his Father. But the ſame Clement (in a Place, ; 


which I have alſo cited before) ſays, that the Son is 
the perfect Word, born of the perfect Father; that is, 


that the Son is not inferior to the Father in any degree 


of Perfection. But he ſpeaks yet more expreſly in 
another place: Tne Divine Word, moſt manifeſtly 
God, who is made equal to the Lord of the Univerſe, 
for he vas his Son, and the Word was in God. Ob- 
ſerve, The Word, or Son of God, whom he had in 
another Place call'd, with reſpect to his Original, the 
ſecond from and next to God, he here expreſly pro- 
nounces as equaliz'd to the Father; and that upon 
this account, becauſe he is his Son, that is, begotten 
of him, and of the ſame Nature and Eſſence with 
him; and becauſe the Word is in God, that is, ſub- 


fiſts in his Divine Eſſence, in which there is nothing 


imperfect. Now it is eſpecially to be obſerv'd, that 
in the ſame Breath, in which he makes the Son equal 
to the Father, he owns a certain Eminence or Pre- 
rogative of the Father above the Son, whilſt he calls 
the Father Lord of all. God the Father namely, is, 


by way of Diſtinction, cal!'d Lord of all, as being the 


Cauſe and Original not only of all the Creatures, bur 
of the Son himſelf, though after a different manner; 
namely, as he is the Cauſe of him, by an eternal Ge- 
neration out of his own Eſſence; of them, by a Pro- 
duction out of Nothing, made in Time. Saving there- 
Jore to the Father his Prerogative, by which he is the 
Father and Original of every Being, Clement teaches * 

DIG Ss | that 


- 


(a) Sect. 2, chap. 6. n. 6. 15 | <0 
*' Theſe Words might have led ſome Iate Writers into another N 3 
of ſpeaking ; for when they aſſert that the San is not in Nature the I 
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that the Son is equal to him, namely, as he hath the 
ſame common Nature with him. What Sandius an- 


ſpwers to this Place, is ſtrange indeed. It is plain, 
ſays be, that it is corrupt. 


Yes, indeed? Can Sandius 
(a) then, produce one Book, in which the Place is 


otherwiſe read? He cannot. But the Sophiſt does as 


he uſes to do. As often as he is preſs'd with the 
Teſtimony of any Antient, which he can't otherwiſe 


elude, he cuts the Knot, which he can't untye ; impu- 


dently aſſerting, in ſpight of the Conſent of all Co- 
pies, that the Place is corrupt, that the Author 
thought and wrote otherwiſe. But. who gave this 
'Trifler ſuch a Power over the Antients, as to reject, 
as ſpurious, what he does not like? Now, ſays he, it 
appears to be corrupt, by the Reaſon. produc'd, be- 
cauſe he was his Son. From which Reaſon, it was 
natural for the Gentiles to conclude the quite con- 
trary; for it never enter'd into their Minds to think 
that the Son was equal to and coeval with the Father. 
But why has Sandius added the Word Coeval? That 
Word is not in the Place cited, nor does Clement there 
directly treat of the Son's Coeternity, (he hath aſſerted 
that in other Paſſages, which we have elſewhere cited) 
but of his natural Equality with the Father ; which: 
he rightly gathers from hence, becauſe he is the true 
and genuine Son, begotten of his Subſtance, and ſub= 
ſiſting in him. This Inference is firm and ſolid in the 
Judgment of all Men. For the, human Father and the 
human Son are, in reſpe& of the ſame human Nature 
common to both, altogether equal, as I have ſaid be- 
fore. But if Clement had from the ſame Reaſon con- 


> cluded that the Son is coeval with the Father, he had 


not miſs'd the Mark: For the Coeternity of the Son 
neceſſarily follows from his Conſubſtantiality, as we 


ſame with the Father, the Reaſon they give for 15 is, Becnuſe be is : 


ſhould have conſider'd tbe Biſhop's Salvo. 1 meddle not with 


2 the Notion, nor attempt to expoſe, <what is ſo manifeſtly unphiloſophicah, 
ure the | 


(2) Appendix ad Nucl. p. 99, and 139. 
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have ſhewn before. For tho in Men the Son muſt 


be later than his Father, in God Reaſon teaches us 
the very contrary. No Perſon can begin to exiſt from 
and in the Divine Eſſence, who was not before, with- 
out deſtroying the Immutability of God. Now that 
God is immutable, is the common Notion of Man- 
kind. Therefore if the Son be the true and genuine 
Son of God the Father, that is, proceeds from the 


Subſtance of the Father, and ſubſiſts in him, he muſt 
be naturally equal to his Father, and alſo coeval and 
coeterna!. Thus Sandius at laſt concludes his Anſwer: 


I ſee not how Clement can make the Son equal, who 


calls him the Miniſter of the Father's Will. But if 
Sandius did not ſee it when he wrote theſe things, he 


may now ſee it from what we have diſcourſed in this 
Chapter. Indeed, to ſpeak freely, this profound Wri- 


ter, by what he hath diſputed in this place, and 


afterwards, ſeems to be forſaken of the Catholick 


Faith, and found Judgment. God grant him a more 


ſober Mind. | 
5. Tertullian is the next to Clement. He in many 


places gives the Father a Pre-eminence over the Son. 


Petavius, Sandius, and others, have ſo proclaim'd this, 
that I ſhall not ſpend my time upon it. But the ſame 


Tertullian (which they have generally conceal'd) doth 


often, and that no lefs plainly and expreſly determine, 
that the Son 1s naturally equal to the Father. Thus, 
he ſays, that (a) the Father gave all things made by 
him to the Son 4, who is not inferiour ro himſelf. 


Sandius's Anſwer to this Place is more worthy Deri- 


fion, than Refutation: For he makes a Difficulty 
where he finds none. The ſame Tertullian expreſſ 

faith, that the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, 
are not only of one Subſtance, but of one Power alſo; 


(a) P. 449. in fine. | 
T We have a critical Suſpicion of Dr. Whitby's upon the Reading, 


but no en altering it, except that then it better ſerved the 
Go 


Dodlor s Purpoſe. The Biſhop's Reading has the Autherity of the An- 
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„ t ' 


the NIcENE FAI. 25 


that all the Names and Attributes of the Father agree 


to the Son; and that the Son is equal to the Father; 


that the Father and Son are join'd, and equaliz d. 


We have cited the expreſs Places, which can't be 
eluded, in Set. 2. Ch. 7. N. 4. To thoſe you may 
add theſe : (b) Tertullian owns, as we have before ob- 


ſerv'd, that the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are a 


'Trinity of one Divinity. In theſe Words, it is cer- 
rain Tortullian intended, that all the three Perſons are 
abſolutely in Nature equal. Thus he ſays againſt 
Hermogenes : Nor ſhall we border upon the Gentile No- 


tions, Which, when forc'd to confeſs a God, place 


other Gods below him. But Divinity hath no Degree, 
as being only one. And a little after, The Divinity 
can never be leſs than itſelf. Whence he expreſl 

reaches, in the ſame Book (c), that God had his Wit 
dom coexiſting with him from Eternity, as not being 
inferiour to him, or in State different from him. Here 
he therefore plainly concludes, that the Wiſdom, or 
Son of God, is equal to God, whoſe the Wiſdom is, 
becauſe not in ſtate different from him; that is, con- 
ſubſtantial with him. When therefore (d) Tertullian 
ſays, that the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are three, 


not in State, but Degree; by Degree he means Order, 


and not a greater or leſs Divinity. For thoſe whom 
he confeſſes to be three in Degree, he denies to be 


different in State. Now, as we have ſeen, when 


Tertullian ſays any thing is not in State different from 
another, he means the ſame as if he had ſaid, It is 
not inferiour to it, but equal and alike. Upon which 
account he ſays, in the ſame place, a little after; that 
the three Perſons of the Sacred Trinity are all of one 
Power, and conſequently none of them more power- 
ful, or excellent than another. 'Thus the Divinity 
has no Degree; that is, as Tertllian expreſly inter- 
prets himſelf, is never inferiour to itſelf: But yet 
there are Degrees in the Divinity, that is, a certain 


(6) P, 233. (p:239 ( p. er. 
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Order of Perſons, of which one takes his Original 


from another; ſo that the Father is the. firſt Perſon 
exiſting of himſelf, the Son the ſecond from the Fa- 
ther, and the Holy Ghoſt the third, who proceeds 
from the Father by the Son, or from the Father and 
the Son. Wherefore ſome Learned Men have unjuſtly 
charg'd Tertullian with the Hereſy of Apollinaris, who 
made Steps or Degrees of Dignity in the Divine Per- 
ſons; and, as Theodoret (e) reports, ſaid, that there was. 


in the Trinity, Great, Greater, and Greareſt ; as tho“ 
the Spirit was great, the Son greater, and the Fa- 


ther greateſt. But our very Learned Writer plainly 


rejected this Dotage. Novatian, or the Writer of the 


Book about the Trinity, inſerted among Tertullian's 
Works, is of Tertullian's mind. For he, when he 
makes the Son leſs than the Father, ſo explains him- 
ſelf, as to refer this Inferiority to his Original only. 
His Words are expreſs (): It is neceſſary that the 
Son ſhould be leſs than the Father, as knowing him- 
ſelf ro be in him, having an Original, becauſe he is 
born. As for the Divine Nature, the ſame Perſon 


_ expreſly teaches, that the Father and Son are one. 


For explaining thoſe Words of our Lord to the Jews, 
I and the Father are one, he writes thus (g): So as for 
the Crime of Blaſphemy, he calls himſelf the Son, 
not the Father; bur as to his Divinity, by ſaying * 7 
and the Father are one, he hath prov'd, that he is the 
Son, and God. He is therefore God, but ſo God, as 


(e) Contra Hæreſ. p. 107. () p. 729. (g) p. 722. 

* is perfectly nauſeous to obſerve, how often ſome late Writers in 
#his Controverſy have mention d other Interpretations of theſe Words 
from this Author, without any Limitation or Exception, or any regard 
to this. Where the Authors are voluminous, and the Paſſages. widely 
diftant, ſomething may be ſaid in excuſe ; but ſo often to cite an Au- 
thor, all whoſe Writings don't make 30 entire Pages, and neglect to 
reconcile their Aſſertions from bim, with other Paſſages which ſeem to 
enervate them, looks like æuriting for 4 Cauſe, rather than Truth. 
The Reader will da well to conſult Tertullian alſo upon this Text, 
(adv. Prax. c. 22, &c.) and obſerve with what Candour and In- 
genuity he is cited in the modeſt Diſquiſilions, p. 141. Eb. 
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that he is the Son, not the Father. The Senſe of the 
Author is plain: Chriſt, in his Diſcourſe to the Jeus, 
preſerv'd both the Pre-eminence of the Father, and 
| alſo his true Divinity equal to the Father's ; the one 
by owning the Father, and confeſſing himſelf the Son; 
the other, by ſaying that he and the Father are one. 
Hence the Author infers, that the Son is true God, 
as well as the Father, with this Difference only, that 
the one is the Father, the other the Son. el 
6. Origen (Y) profeſſedly defends the Prerogative of 
the Father compar'd to the Son : Grant, ſays he, that 
ſome in the Multitude of thoſe that believe, and diſſent 
from us, inconſiderately ſuppoſe that our Saviour is 
God over all; yet we don't think him ſuch, who are 
perſuaded by him, when he ſaith, The Father that ſent 
mme is greater thun J. He laſhes the Noetians, as I ob- 
ſerv*d before, who ſaid our Saviour was the very God 
the Father, who is called the Lord of all. Againſt - 
them, he ſhews that our Saviour did ſo differ from 
the Father, as that he was in ſome Senſe inferiour to 
him. And he gives us this Profeſſion of his, as a 
common Doctrine of the Church, ranging thoſe with 
the Heterodox who thought otherwiſe (i). A little 
after, when Celſus objects to the Chriſtians as their 
common Sentiment, the Do&rine of Marcion, who 
taught that Jeſus, who is from God the Father, is 
God Superiour to the Maker of the World, he thus 
anſwers : For we who ſay that the viſible World is 
his who made all things, plainly affirm that the Son is 
not greater than the Father, but leſs. And this we 
ſay, perſuaded by him who hath told us, The Father 
that ſent me is greater than J. Laſtly, the ſame Origen 
calls the Son the ſecond God (). This notwith- 
ſtanding Origen 1n more places than one manifeſtly 
_ teaches, that the Son is equal to the Father. Thus, 
when the Epicurean Celſus palm'd this Sentiment upon 
the Chriſtians, becauſe (7) God is great, and not to 


(0) p. 387. contra Celſum, (i) p. 388. (Y p. 258. 0 p- 323. 
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be beheld, having put his own Spirit into a Body like 
ours, ke ſent him hither, that we might hear and 
learn of him, he anſwers thus: The God of all, even 
the Father, is not great alone, as we think. For he 
hath communicated himſelf and his Greatneſs to the 
only Begotten, and firſt-born of every Creature, that 
he being the Image of the inviſible God, might in 


Greatneſs alſo preſerve the Image of the Father. For 


it was not poſſible, if I may fo ſpeak, that he ſhould 
be a proportienate and true Image of the inviſible 
God, if he did not repreſent the Image of his Great- 
neſs. Here you ſee that Origen, who elſewhere ſays 
that the Son is inferiour to the Father, expreſly affirms, 
that the Father hath even communicated his Great- 
neſs to the Son, ſo that the Son is equal to his Fa- 
ther in Greatneſs. How will you reconcile theſe 
things? 'The Caſe is plain : The Son is inferiour to 
the Father, with reſpe& to his Original; but equal 
to the Father, as born of him, and having the ſame 
common Divine Nature with him. The Son is as 
great as God the Father; but that he is ſo, is owing 
ro the Father. Nay further, the ſame Origen (m) fo 
calls the Son the ſecond God, as to put in this expreſs 
Caveat, 'That we are not to underſtand it of any Di- 
vine Perfection in the Father, and not in the Son. 


Theſe are his Words: When we call him the ſecond 


God, let them know, that by the ſecond God we 
mean nothing elſe, but a Power comprehenſive of all 
Powers. Immediately after, he calls the Divine Per- 
ſon of Chriſt, the very Word, the very Wiſdom, and 
Righteouſneſs. Origen then very clearly ſignifies, that 
he and other Catholick Chriſtians, who called Chriſt 
the ſecond God, never intended to aſcribe to the Son 
an imperfect Divinity; but, on the other hand, own'd, 
that the Son was ſo the ſecond God, that he was very 
God, and not in any Perfection of the Divinity infe- 
riour to the Supreme God, even the Father; there- 


Cn) p. 258. 


fore 
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fore that he was in this ſenſe only called the ſecond 
God, as he was God of God, and originate of the 
Father. In a word, Origen called the Son ſecond God 
no otherwiſe, than as Baſil call'd the ſame Son ſe- 
cond in Order from the Father. Whilſt I read-Origer 

thus ſpeaking, how am 1 griev'd for thoſe Calumma- 
tors, who have charg'd this Hereſy upon the very 
Learned and Holy Father; namely, that the Son, com- 
pared with the Father, is a petty God! For without 
doubt there is ſcarce one of the Primitive Fathers 
ho hath more openly rejected this Blaſphemy. | - 
7. Dionyſus — n in his Anſwers to the Queries 
ſet after his Epiſtle. to Paulus Samoſat. thus brings in 
Chriſt, ſpeaking out of the Prophet Jeremy: I Chriſt, 
a Perſon always exiſting, equal to the Father, as being 
in nothing unlike him. Lou may read the entire 
Place cited, SEC r. III. Ch. 4. N. 3. Now what is 
clearer than theſe Words? He expreſly ſays the Son 
is equal to the Father, and proves it, becauſe he is 
in nothing unlike him; that is, hath the ſame Divine 
Nature in common with the Father. This is the 
very thing which we aſſert, that the ancient Ante- 
Nicene Doctors own'd the Son to be naturally equal 
to the Father. The ſame Dionyſius, in the ſame An- 
ſwers, ſays; He is the ſame to whom the Father ſub- 
jected all things, + being not inferiour to the Father, 
he pray'd for us. Here he expreſly denies that the 
Son is inferiour to the Father. Laſtly, the ſame Per- 
ſon, in his Apology in Athanaſius, confeſſes the Tri- 
> nity indiminiſh'd. By this he can mean nothing elſe, 
than that the Divinity is not leſs: in one Perſon. than 
in another; but that there is in every Perſon an entire, 
=> Full, and perfect Divinity. See the Place cited at 
large, Secr- H. Gi, NI 
In like manner, the Creed of Gregory Thaumaturgus 


| > plainly proclaims a co- eternal and co-equal Trinity: 
5 Por he clearly aſſerts a perfect Trinity, which is not 


+ Or, tho not inferiour 


= divided 
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divided, or ſeparated in Glory, Government, and 
Empire. As for the Son in particular, the ſame Con- 
feſſion teaches, that God the Father is perfect Father 
of perfect; and then calls the Holy Ghoſt the perfect 


Image of the perfect Son (n). The ſame Gregory, in his 


Panegyrical Oration upon Origen, his genuine Work 
by the Confeſſion of all Men, as he teaches, that the 
Son honours and praiſes the Father, (which ſhews the 


Pre- eminence of the Father, as Father, and the Diſ- 


penſation undertaken by the Son) ſo he expreſly ſays, 
that the Father hath honour'd the Son with a Power 
every way equal to his own, and circumſcrib'd his 
infinite Majeſty in the Son (o). The ſix Biſhops, :who 
wrote an Epiſtle to Paulus Samoſatenus in the Name of 
the whole Synod of Antioch, are of this ſame Opinion. 
() Theſe are their expreſs Words concerning the 
Son of God in that Epiſtle: He is believ'd to be God 
by the whole Church under Heaven, having empty'd 
himſelf of his Equality to God, and to be Man of the 
Seed of David, according to the Fleſh. Here they 
profeſs that they have deliver'd the Conſent of the 
Catholick Church; and they plainly interpret the 


famous Place of St. Paul to the Philippians (4), as the 
preſent Catholicks do. Further, the very Creed of 


Lutian Martyr, the great Boaſt of the Arians, expreſſy 
teaches, that the Son is not only God of God, but 
Whole of Whole, and Perfect of Perfect; which Words 
abſolutely exclude that partial and imperfect Divinity 
of the Son, of which the Hereticks dreamt (r). Laſtly, 
The Senſe of Arnobius, who very often proclaims the 
Son of God to be true and very God, is expreſs: (s) 
God derived, as God, differs not ar all from the other. 
Nor can that, which is one in kind, be more or leſs 


in its Parts, ſtill ſuppoſing it to keep the Uniformity 


of its proper Quality. ; 
nobius, the Son of God, as God, differs not at all 


" (n) Seft. II. ch. 12. n. 1. 7 
(0 = n. 4. (þ) Bibl. Pat. Tom. 11. p. 300. 


(2 C. Z. Vo 6. (7 Sect. II. C. I 3» n. 5 (5) Sec, III, e. 4. n. 9. 
1 oY from 


herefore, according to Ar- 


— 


3 


the Son, are abſolutely equal in Nature. 
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from God the Father; nor is there more in the Son 
than in the Father, but in hoth the Divine Perſons 
the Divinity is uniform; that is, God the Father and 
Arnobius in- 
deed was of Tertullian's Mind, That the Divinity has 
no degree, nor is ever leſs than itſelf. Yet the ſame 
Arnobius, in more Places than one, calls God the Father 
the Supreme God, in the Senſe we have before ex- 

lain'd. 3 | | * 
K 8. Hitherto we have explain'd the Senſe of the 
Antients in the three firſt Ages. We are now to ſhew 


that the Catholick Doctors, who wrote after the Riſe 


of the Arian Controverſy, and were conſtant Defen- 
ders of the Faith eſtabliſh'd by the Nicene Fathers, 
agreed with them. Alexander, the Biſhop -of Alex- 
andria, who firſt put a ſtop to the growing Impiety of 
Arius, in an Epiſtle * ro his Name-ſake of Conſtantinople, 
accurately explains the Catholick Doctrine of the 
Father's Pre- eminence over the Son in theſe Words (g), 
We muſt then take care to preſerve to the unbegotten 
Father his proper Dignity, affirming, that no one is 
to Him the Cauſe of Exiſtence. We muſt alſo give to 


the Son the Honour which ſutes him, namely, his be- 


ginningleſs Generation of the Father, and as we have 
{aid before, attribute Worſhip to him, and piouſly and 
religiouſly ſay, that he was, and always was, and be- 
fore Ages; not rejecting his Divinity, but always 
aſcribing to him the Likeneſs ſtrictly due to the Image 
and Character of the Father, eſteeming it as the only 

* Dr. Whitby tells us, That this Alexander in the beginning of 
the Diſpute aver d, ſometimes commending one Side, ſometimes ano- 
ther; but he ſays nothing of what follows immediately in the ſame 


Hiſtorian, that at laſt he got over his Difficulties, aſſerted the Conſub- 
ſtantiality and Coeternity of the Son, and excommunicated Arius, &Cc. 


for their Hereſy. This unprejudic'd Behaviour, ſhould rather recom- 


mend than depreciate the Doctrine he aſſerted. He alſo affirms, That 


this Epiſtle contains many things which ſbeau be - was not Orthodox. 
Thoſe he inſtances in, are all agreeable to Antiquity, and the Biſhop's 


Scheme; and the Credit of this ſingle" Paſſage, is ſuffitient to prove 


) Theodor. E. H. Lib. I. Cap» 4. p. 18. 3 . 
e Pro- 
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Property or Peculiarity of the Father to be unbegotten ; 
foraſmuch as our Saviour himſelf hath ſaid, My Fu- 


ther is greater than I, the Words need no Comment. 


Athanafius (H) his Succeſſor in the See of Alexandria, ex- 
pounding the Words of our Saviour, My Father is 


greater than I, writes thus: The Son did not ſay, the Fa- 
ther is better than I, that no one might ſuppoſe him 
different in Nature from the Father; but he ſaid, He 


is greater, not in Majeſty or Age, but upon account 


: of his Generation of the Father. | 


9. The great Bafil (i) explains the Matter in theſe 


Words clearly: Becauſe the Son's Origin is from the 
Father, the Father is greater, as being the Cauſe, or 
Origin: for which cauſe the Lord ſays thus, My Fa- 


ther is greater than I, namely as Father. Now what does 
Father ſignify, but to be the Cauſe, or Origin of him 


that is begotten of him? But even according to your 
wiſe Notions, Subſtance is by no means ſaid to be 
greater or leſs than Subſtance. Again (), The Son 


is indeed the ſecond from the Father, in Order, be- 
cauſe of bim; and in Dignity, becauſe the Father is 
the Principle, and Cauſe of his Exiſtence. 'Thus 
Gregory Nazianzen (I); To be greater, reſpects Cauſa- 


lity; to be equal, Nature. And} in the ſame Place, 


he refutes their Interpretation, who would have 
the Father ſaid to be greater than the Son, as Man, 
with this excellent Reaſon ; For to ſay that he is greater 
than him, conſider'd as Man, is true indeed, but not 
much ; for what wonder that God is greater than 


Man? Laſtly, He writes thus (), That he is greater 


is not in Nature, but Cauſality; for none of thoſe 


things that are Conſubſtanrial, are in Subſtance great- 


er or leſs. Upon this Place, Nicetas obſerves thus; 


' Becauſe the Son hath his Cauſe from the Father, the 
Father is greater, as being the Cauſe ; but the Eſſence 


of one, is not by any means greater or leſs than the 


Y Orat#1. contra Arianos. (i) Tom. 1. p. 724. Lib: 1. 
contra Eunom. () Lib. 3. non longe ab initio, (1) Orat. 36. 
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| Efonce r an other. Chryſoſtom ſays (u), But if any 


one ſhall ſay, that the Father is greater, as he is the 
Cauſe of the Son, we don't contradict it. So Cyrillus 
Alexandrinus (o) affirms, that the Father is ſaid to be 
greater, as he is the Cauſe; theſe are his Words, The 


Son being equal to the Father in Subſtance, and like 


him in all things, ſays that He (the Father) is greater 
as being beginningleſs; whereas he (the Son) hath a 
Principle only in reſpe& of Proceſſion, tho' he hath the 
ſame Exiſtence with him. Laſtly, Joannes Damaſcenus 
(p) faith, Now when we ſay that the Father is the 
Beginning or Principle of the Son, and greater than 
he, we don't mean that he is before him in Time cr 
Nature (for by him he made the Ages) or any other 
way, than as being the Cauſe of him; that is, that 
the Son is of the Father, not the Father of the Son, 
and that the Father is the natural Cauſe of the Son. 
10. We will now cite a few of the many Evidences 
among the Latins.. What Marius Victorinus ſays for 
this Sentiment, we have told you before (q). Hilary 
interprets the Place of St. John, the Father is greater 
than J, nicely in theſe Words (r), Or is not the Fa- 
ther greater? yes, the Father is greater, as Father; 
but the Son is not leſs, as Son. The Nativity of the 
Son makes the Father greater, and the Nature of the 
Nativity ſuffers not the Son to be leſs. And a little 
before: The Father is therefore greater, plainly 
greater than the Son, to whom he granted that he 
ſhould be as great as he himſelf is; who by the Myſte- 
ry of his Nativity makes him the Image of Innaſcibi- 
lity; whom he begets of himſelf in his own Form. 
Again (5), when it is ſaid they are in one another, un- 
derſtand the Divinity of God of God; when it is 
{aid the Father is greater, underſtand the Confeſſion 


of the Father's Authority. The Author of the Que- 


ſtions in both Teſtaments, which is in the end of the 


(n) Homil. 72. in Joan. (o) In Theſauris, lib. 11. p. 85. 
(p) De fide Orthod. lib. 1. cap. 6: (4) The preceding Chapter. 
(r) In nono Libro de Trin. (s) Lib, 11, 


Vol. II. fourth 
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fourth Tome of Auſtine s Works, ſays (:), He differs 


not at all in Subſtance, becauſe a true Son; yet he 
differs in the Degree of Cauſality, becauſe all Power 
in the Son is from the Father. 
Subſtance; but the Father is greater in Authority. 
Auſtine himſelf alſo affirms, That the Father is not 
only greater than the Son, becauſe of his aſſum'd 
humane Nature, 
Thus in his Bio of the Faith and Creed (u), where he 


ſays, thoſe Words of John are ſpoken partly becauſe 


of his taking upon him humane Nature, and partly 
becauſe the Son oweth what he is to the Father, even 


this, that he is equal to the Father. But whatever 


he is, the Father is oblig'd tono one for it. But why 
do I reckon up the Opinions of particular Doctors? 
The Catholick Council of Sardica, conſiſting of about 
200 Eaſtern and Weſtern Biſhops, (250 according to 


Theodoret,) plainly deliver'd the ſame Doctrine in a 


Synodical Epiſtle. Nor does any one deny (ſay the 
Fathers) that the Father is greater than the Son, but 
not as of another Subſtance, or any other Difference, 


except that the Name of Father is greater than that 


of Son (w). | ; 

11. This therefore was the conſtant Qpinion of 
Catholick Antiquity : That we muſt religiouſly pre- 
ſerve to God the Father his proper Diguity, as being 
only Unbegotten, but fo, as that we muſt by no 


means deſtroy the true Divinity of the Son. Nay, it 


is for the Glory of God the Father that we think 
worthily of his Son; and on the other hand, he in- 
jures and diſgraces the Father, who imagines that he 
hath begotten an imperfect Son, or determines, that 
any thing is diminiſh'd in the Divine Nature. The 
former, Hilary hath excellently explain'd in theſe Words 
(x) ; Being about to ſpeak the abſolute Majeſty, and 
compleat Divinity of the only begotten Son of God, 


we don't ſuppoſe any one will think our Diſcourſe con- 
(%) Queſt. 122. 
cap. 8. p. 82. (x) De Trin. lib. 4+ 
| 5 ns | tume- 


The Son is not leſs in 


but alſo his eternal Generation. 


(#) Cap. 9. () Theodoret. lib. 2. 
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tumelious to God the Father; as tho* what was re- 
fer'd to the Son, was taking away from the Dignity 
of the Father; ſince rather the Honour of the 
Son is the Honour of the Father, and he muſt be a 
glorious Author, from whom proceeded ſo glorious 
a Perſon: For the Son hath nothing bur what is be- 
gotten, and the Admiration of the Honour begot- 
ten, muſt redound to the Honour of him that be- 
gat it. The Notion of Contumely ceaſes then, when 
whatſoever Majeſty is taught to be in the Son ſhall 
redound to enlarge his Power, ſhall tend to make his 
Power appear more glorious, who begat ſuch an one. 
Zeno Veronenſis, or whoever is the Author of the Diſ- 
courſe aſcrib'd to Zeno, upon theſe Words: When he 
ſhall have deliver'd up the Kingdom to God, even the Fu- 
ther, hath clear'd the latter as well (): The Father 
poſſeſſeth the whole, ſo doth the Son, what belongs to 
one, belongs to both; what one poſſeſſes, is each 
one's; as our Lord ſaith, AY things, whatſoever the Fa- 
ther hath, are mine ; for the Father abiderh in the Son, 
and the Son in the Father; to whom he is gloriouſly | 
ſubje& in Affection, not Condition; in Love, not Ne- 
ceſſity; by whom the Father is always honour d. 
Laſtly, He faith, I and the Father are one. Upon which 
account, as I ſaid, the Son is ſubjected to the Father 
not in a diminutive, but religious Subjection; for as 
much as one Poſſeſſion of an original and perpetual 
Kingdom, one Subſtance of Coeternity and Omnipo- 
tence, one Equality, one Power of the auguſt Ma- 
jeſty, one Dignity is retain'd in an united Light; 
for if you take any thing from the Son, you'll injure 
the Father, whoſe Whole he hath; nor is there any 
thing in him, which is inferior; becauſe as the Fa- 
ther, ſo he can neither have more nor leſs. The one is 
infus'd into the Fullneſs of the other; ſo that the 


Bleſſed God is all in all, the Father in the Son, and 


the Son in the Father with the Holy Spirit, Amen. 
lib. 2» 1 | | | 


(y) Bibl, Patr. Tom. 2. Col. 424. 


C's 12. This 
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[ | 12. This famous Paſſage of Zeno puts me in mind 


of a remarkable Story in Sozomen, with which I will 
conclude this Chapter (5 When Theodofius the Great 
was Emperor, and came to ſee Conſtantinople, the Bi- 
ſhops who were in the City went to the Palace to ſa- 
lute him, according to Cuſtom; amongſt them, it is 
ſaid, there was a certain old Man, the Biſhop of an 
obſcure City, plain indeed, and not well ſeen in Civil! 
Affairs, but a good Divine. The other Biſhops in 1 
a courtly and reſpectful manner complemented their | 
Prince, ſo did the old Man alſo: however, he did 
not honour the Emperor's Son as the others had done ; 3 
but approaching him as a Boy, ſaid, God ſave thee, 

Son ! and began to ſtroke him with his Hand. 'The 
Emperor was mov'd, and reſenting it as an injury 

done to his Son, that he was not equally honour'd as 
himſelf, commanded the old Biſhop to be expell'd with 
Diſgrace. As they were removing him, he turn'd and 
ſaid, 'Thus think, O King, that the Heavenly Father 

is angry at thoſe who honour not the Son with equal 
Honour, and preſumptuouſly ſay, that he is leſs tan 
him, that begat him. In theſe Words the pious Man 
rubb'd the Arians,who were as yet numerous from the 
Favour ſhewn them by the Emperors Conſtantius and Va- 
lens, and very freely aſſembling together, diſcours'd 
concerning God and his Subſtance, and perſuaded the 
Favourers of their Faith at Court to attempt the Em- 
peror. 'The Emperor, ſtruck with the Saying, call'd 
back the Biſhop, and having ask'd his pardon, con- 
feſs d he had ſaid true. 


(2) Som. lib. 7. Chap. 6. p. 577. 
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A large Anſwer to the Objection, againſt 
what has been ſaid in the former Chapter, 
taken from thoſe Places of the Ancients, in 
which they ſeem to have denied the Im- 
menſity and Inviſibility of the Son of God. 


HE Teſtimonies of the Antients, which we 
have mentioned in the former Chapter, con- 


cerning the abſolute natural Equality of the Father 


and Son, ſaving to the Father, as Father, his Pre- emi- 
nence, are very clear. Now we have obſerved upon, 
and explain'd moſt of thoſe Sayings of the Antients, 
which ſeem to contradi& theſe, in the ſecond Section, 
and the third, where we explain their Notion of the 


Eternity and Conſubſtantiality of the Son particularly. 


There is yet one Knot to be unty'd, and that ver 

well worthy our Labour; which we have therefore 
reſery*d for this Place, becauſe it is not in one, or two 
of the Primitive Fathers, but almoſt runs through all 
their Works. I confeſs I once tumbled at that Stone 
my ſelf, and therefore think it my Duty to endea- 
vour the removing it. The ancient Catholicks then, 
who were before Arius, ſeem almoſt all of them to 
have known nothing of the Son of God's inviſible 
and immenſe Nature. For ſometimes they ſo ſpeak 
of the Son of God, as tho' he was in his Divine 
Nature finite, viſible, included in ſome determinate - 


Place, and circumſcribed by certain Bounds. When 


they would prove that he, who formerly appear'd to 


> thePatriarchs and Holy Men under the Old Teſtament, 
and ſpoke to them, being graced with the Title Je- 


C 3 Hoval 
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ul hovah, was the very Son of God, they generally uſe 
141 this disjunctive Argument: That he who appeared, 
11 was either the Son of God, or a created Angel, or 
God the Father. That he was not a created Angel 
they conclude, becauſe he is called by the Holy Spirit, 
Jehovah and God ; that it was not the Father they 
prove, becauſe he is immenſe, filling all Places, inclu- 
ded in none, and therefore it is impious to think that 
he appeared in ſome certain Place, and little Corner of 
the Earth; as tho* it might be ſafely ſaid of the Son 
of God. After the like manner the ſame Perſons 
teach that the Son of God is viſible. 
2. Thus one of the moſt ancient Fathers, Juſtin | 
Martyr in his Dialogue with Trypho. There when 
Trypho denies that the Angel which appeared to Mo- 
fes in the burning Buſh, was very God, and aſſerts 
that an Angel did indeed appear in a Flame of Fire, 
but that God, namely the Father, talk'd with Moſes, 
ſo that there was in the Viſion two, God and the 
Angel ; Juſtin anſwers thus, (a) Grant, my Friend, 
that this was done, namely, that both God and an 
Angel appeared to Moſes in a Viſion ; and not that it 
Was as I have demonſtrated to you before: yet that 
God was not the Maker of this Univerſe, who ſaid to 
Moſes, T am the God of Abraham, and of Iſaac, and of 
Jacob; but the ſame which I before ſhew'd to have 
been ſeen by.{braham,and Jacob, namely, he, who mini- 
ſters to the Will of the Maker of all things, and who 
alſo miniſter'd to his Will and Purpoſe in the Judg- * 
ment upon Sodom. So that, tho' it be as you affirm, that 
there were two, namely, God and an Angel, no wiſe 
Man will preſume to ſay that the Author and Parent 
of all things left all his heavenly Manſions, and exhi- 
bited his Preſence in a ſmall part of the Earth. There 
is a parallel Place to this elſewhere in this Dialogue. 
Theophilus Antiochenus hath uſed the ſame way of rea- 
ſoning (b). So Jrenaus, Origen, and the fix Biſhops, who 
() P. 282. and 283. 05) P. 100. Append. Juſtin, | 
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wrote the Epiſtle from the Synod of Antioch to Paulus 
Samoſatenus, as we ſhall cite them hereafter. 

3. Of the Latins, Tertullian hath the ſame: (c) But 
how could he walk in Paradiſe in the Evening, ſeek- 
ing Adam, and ſhut the Ark after Noah was gone into it, 
and refreſh himſelf with Alraham under the Oak, Oc. 
who is the omnipotent inviſible God, whom no Man 
hath ſeen, nor can ſee, who dwelleth in the Light, 
which is inacceſſible, who dwelleth not in Temples 
made with Hands, at whoſe Sight the Earth trembles, 


the Mountains melt as Wax, who holdeth the whole 


World in his Hand, as a Net, to whom the Heaven is 
a Throne, and the Earth a Footſtool, in whom is all 
Place, and he not in any, who is the extreme Line of 
the Univerſe, and the moſt High? Theſe things 


indeed could not have been believ'd of the Son of 
} God, except they had been written; but are not to 
be believ'd of the Father tho' written, whom they 
bring down into Mary's Womb, ſet before Pilate's 
Tribunal, and ſeal up in Joſeph's Tomb. The 
Error then appears to be from this; that being igno- 
rant that the Order of Divine Diſpenſation did from 
the beginning -paſs thro' the Son; they believ'd that 
the Father appear'd, and conferr d, and wrought, Cc. 
> Novatian, or the Author of the Book about the Tri- 
nity, among the Works of Tertullian, follows him in 
this, as in other Matters (d): But if the ſame Moſes 
every where repreſents God the Father as Immenſe, 
Infinite, not included in Place, but who includes all 


Place, not in any Place, but rather all Place in him, 


> containing and comprehending all things, ſo that he 
cannot properly aſcend or deſcend, as containing and 
filling all things; and yet nevertheleſs introduces 
> God deſcending to the Tower which the Sons of Men 
built, conſidering and ſaying, Come and let us deſcend, 
c&c. What God would they have it to be that deſcend- 
ed, and was about to viſit thoſe Men? God the Fa- 


(e) Page 516, (d) P. 723. 
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ther? then he is included in Place, and then how does 
he comprehend all things? Or does\he ſay, that an 
Angel deſcending with Angels ſpoke, Come let us, &c. 
But we obſerve in Deuterowomy that God ſaid theſe 
things, @c. Therefore then the Father did not de- 
ſcend as the Caſe ſhews, nor did an Angel command 
or exhort, &c. as the thing proves. It remains then 
that he deſcended, of whom the Apoſtle Paul ſpeaks, 
He that deſcended, is the ſame that aſcended, &c. that is, 
the Son of God, the Word of God. 

4. Who would not be amaz'd at theſe ſtrange Say- 
ings of the Antients ? that they ſhould be ſo dull and 
inconſiſtent, as to ſay, that the Son of God, whom in 
other Places they frequently call very God of very 
God, is circumſcrib'd within the narrow Bounds of 
one ſmall Place, and to believe him in his own Nature 
viſible. Far be it from us, tothink ſo of the greateſt 
Men. You'll ſay then, what Remedy can you find for 
this Diſeaſe ? I am clearly of Opinion that thoſe An- 
tients who ſpoke ſomething harſhly of this Matrer, 
did not properly and juſtly expreſs their otherwiſe true 
Sentiment. They had to deal with Adverſaries, who 
poſitively deny'd, that the Father was perſonally di- 
ſtinct from the Son, and in the heat # Oppolicion, 
did not expreſs themſeives with due caution, Any 
one who will look into the Authors, will plainly ſee 
that this is the Cale in thoſe Sayings of Juſtin, Tertullian, 
and Novatian, which I have recited entire. Theſe, 
as well as the other I have mention'd, meant no more 
by ſuch Expreſſions, than that the Son of God, who 
1s every Where with his Father, and equally inviſible 
as his Father, was by Diſpenſation ſeen in ſome certain 
Places, that is, ſhew'd himſelf to Men by certain ex- 
ternal Symbols of his Preſence, bringing to them the 


Will and Commands of God the Father. But you'll 
ſay, if theſe Fathers, tho” they affirm, and plainly © 


enough hint, That the Son of God was ſome time 
ſhut up in the narrow Compaſs of a certain Place, 


and ſeen by Men, meant no more, than that he exhi- 


bited 
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hibited in certain Places ſome ſenſible Symbols or 
Tokens of his Preſence, why do they ſo cautiouſly 


remove this Thing from God the Father as unworth 


of him? For it ſeems that God the Father alſo might, 


without any diminution of his Majeſty, have mani- 

feſted himſelf to Men. I anſwer, the Primitive Doctors 
did not think fo; for according to them, God the Fa- 
ther neither was, nor cou'd be ſeen by any one, 
even in afſum'd Forms. He had no Beginning, was 


| ſubje& ro none; nor cou'd any more be ſaid to be 


ſent of another, than born of another. On the other 


hand, the Son of God, as born of God the Father, 


does certainly upon that account owe all his Authori- 
ty to the Father; nor is it leſs honourable to him to 
be ſent by the Father, than to be born of him. He is 
of the Father, by him the Father made all things that 
are in the World, and afterwards, by him, communi- 
cated himſelf to the World. Tho? there is no diſpa- 
rity of Nature in the Holy 'Trinity between the Fa- 
ther and the Son, yet there is a certain Order, accord- 
ing to which, the Father is the Prineiple and Head of 


the Son. This Order wou'd be inverted, if the Ad- 


mimſtration was the Son's by the Father, not the Fa- 
ther's by the Son. To come nearer to the propos'd 
Objection : The primitive Fathers refer'd all thoſe 
Apparitions formerly made to Holy Men, to the Diſ- 
penſation of Man's Salvation, which Diſpenſation 
they thought the Son of God had undertaken, not 
then firſt, when he came in the Fleſh, but from the 
very Fall of the firſt Man, as is before ſhewn « but 
they always thought that that very Diſpenſation was 
foreign to God the Father. 'The Catholick Church of 
Chriſt always acknowledged againſt the Patripaſſians, 
that the Incarnation, which the Son underwent, did 
not become God the Father, for the ſame Reaſon 
for which the Antients aſſerted, That thoſe Appea- 


rances did not belong to the Father, but the Son; 


namely, becauſe they really were Preludes of the In- 
carnation. That this was the very meaning of = 
| | n 
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Antients, two Things prove; becauſe they all elſe- 
where frequently confeſs, that the Son is in his Na- 


ture immenſe and inviſible, as the Father; and be- 
cauſe moſt of them do interpret theſe their Sayings 


expreſly of the Diſpenſation. Now we will confirm 


our Anſwer, by particularly examining thoſe Sayings 
of the Antients, which we have mention'd, and com- 
paring them with other expreſs Sayings of theirs. 

5. Juſtin Martyr, who, in his Dialogue with Trypho 
.contends, that the Perſon who appear d to Moſes in the 
Buſh, was the Son of God, becauſe it would be ab- 
ſurd to ſay, that God the Father appear'd in a little 
Corner of the Earth; as though it might, without 
Abſurdity, be ſaid of the Son of God: This Juſtin 
ſpeaks elſewhere very honourably of that very Per- 
ſon. For, in his Exhortation to the Greeks, he writes 


thus: (a) For, I ſuppoſe, it was neceſſary that he 


Who was to be the Prince and Leader of the Hebrews, 
ſhould firſt know the God of all things. Wherefore 
having appear'd to him firſt, as far as it was 
Poſſible for God to appear to Man, he ſaid to him, 
Jam he that is. The God then that appear'd to 
Moſes in the burning Buſh, appear'd not otherwiſe 
than became God, that is, not by paſſing from Place 
to Place, or ſo as to be included in the narrow Bounds 
of ſome Place ; but he manifeſted himſelf to the Holy 
Prophet, by forming a viſible Appearance, and an au- 
dible Voice. A little after he 255 as we have noted 
before, that the Deſcription, by which the Perſon ap- 
pearing in the Buſh ſignify'd himſelf to Moſes, I am 
he that is, was ſuitable to God, who always exiſts. 
Now that Juſtin acknowledg'd the always exiſtent 
God to be in his own Nature immenſe and inviſible, 
no Man can doubt. 'Thoſe things therefore which 
Juſtin hath elſewhere ſaid concerning that divine 
Perſon which appear'd to Moſes, that he appear'd as 

though included in a little Corner of the Earth, are 


(a) Page 20. 
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to be referr'd to the Diſpenſation I ſpoke of, which 


the Son undertook. "The ſame Juſtin explains the 


Matter more clearly in the Apology commonly call*d 
the Second, where he again contends, (b) that it was 
our Saviour who talked with Moſes out of the Buſh, 
in the Appearance of Fire, ſaying, Looſe thy Shoes, 
come hither and hear. And a little after, he clearly 
teaches, that Chriſt, in his own Perſon, ſaid thoſe 


Words; Tam he that is, the God of Abraham, &c. 


(c) What is ſaid to Moſes out of the Buſh, (ſays he) 
I am he that is, the God of Abraham, and the God of 

Iſaac, and the God of Jacob, and the God of thy Fathers, 
is ſignificative of this, That they, though dead, did 
remain, and belong'd to Chriſt, But what manner of 


Appearance could be ſuitable to the Son of God, if 


the always exiſtent God, the God of Abraham, @c. 
which would not become the Father? Juſtin himſelf 
hath ſolv'd the Difficulty in the ſame place. For tho 
Chriſt be the genuine Son of God, and always 
exiſtent, and the God of Abraham, Oc, as well as the 
Father ; yet as Juſtin ſpeaks, he is [rs Angel and 
Apoſtle of God the Father, appointed by the Father 
for this end, to tell Men his Will. Whilſt he doth 
this Office, he doth nothing unworthy himſelf; nor, 
as I before ſaid, is it leſs honourable to be ſent of the 
Father, than to be born of him. The Words of 
Juſtin are (d), The Word of God is his Son, as we 
have ſaid before, and he is call'd Angel and Apoſtle. 
For he tells us what is proper to be known, and is ſent 
to ſhew us what is told. Now that all theſe things 
belong to that Diſpenſation, which the Son of God 
undertook from the Riſe of the Church, and at length 


compleated by his Incarnation, the bleſſed Martyr 


plainly ſignifies a little after. This (e) Diſcourſe is to 
ſhew that Chriſt is the Son of God, and his Apoſile, 
being before, the Word, and ſometime ſeen in an 
Appearance of Fire, ſometime in the Image of incor- 


(b) Pag. 95. () p. 96. (i) p. 93. (5) p. 96. 
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poreal Things; but now, by the Will of God, being 


made Man for the ſake of Mankind. 'To the ſame 
purpoſe Juſtin, in the Dialogue with Trypho, after he 
hath enumerated the Titles given our Saviour in 
Scripture, namely, the Glory of the Lord, the 


Son, the Wiſdom, the Angel, God, Lord and Word, 


immediately adds, (f) He is to be call'd by all 
theſe Names from his miniſtring to -the Father's 
Will, and being freely born of the Father. Now, 
without doubt, he referr'd the Name Angel to his 
miniſtring to the Father's Will; as he did the other 
Appellations, Glory of the Lord, Son, Wiſdom, 
Word, to the Divine Generation of the Father. More- 
over, it is manifeſt, Juſtin acknowledg'd the Omni- 
preſence of the Son of God, both from other Places, 
and alſo from theſe expreſs Words in his Apology, 
commonly call'd the Firſt: (g) The Word was and is 
exiſtent in all, Cc. There he teaches that the Word, 
alſo call'd the Son of God, does, as it were, penetrate 
and pervade the whole Compaſs of the Creation, and is 
preſent in all things; and therefore can't be confin'd in 
any Place, much leſs in a little Corner of the Earth. In 
the ſame Senſe, the Father himſelf is in Scripture () 
ſaid to be through all, and in all. The ſame Juſtin 
thought that the Son of God, as moſt properly ſuch, 


was not the Object of Sight, nor could be compre- 


hended by the Mind of Men or Angels : for in a re- 
markable Place, which I have before cited from the 
Epiſtle to Diognetus, he calls the Son of God the holy 


and incomprehenſible Word and Truth (i). Thus 


much for Juſtin. | 


6. From Jrenæus, the Matter will yet be clearer. 


(&) The Word (ſays he) was made the Diſpenſer of 
the Father's Grace, for the Benefit of Men, for 
whom he made ſuch glorious Diſpoſitions, ſhewing 

God to Man, and Man to God ; and preſerving the 


O pag. 284. () p. 48 and 49. (Þ) Eph. iv. 6. (7) Seft. 3. 
Ch. 4: N. 7. (k) P» 371. | 8 8 
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Inviſibility of the Father, that Man ſhould not de- 
ſpiſe God, and ſhould always have ſomething to at- 
tain to; but ſhewing God viſible to Men by many 


Diſpoſitions, leſt Man wholly going off from God, 


ſhould ceaſe to be. In theſe Words, he teaches us, 
as Petauius himſelf has obſerv'd, that the Father ne- 
ver appear'd, nor was ſo much as diſguis'd under ſome 
outward Shape : but that the Word ſhew'd himſelf 
ro the Antients, not in himſelf, not in his proper Sub- 
ſtance, but under fome Likeneſs. I add, that Irenaus 
doth here expreſly ſay, that in all the Manifeſtations 


of God the Father by his Word, the Word was the 
Diſpenſer of the Father's Grace, for the Benefit of 


Man; that is, that all the Appearances of the Son of 
God belong (as I have ſaid) to that Diſpenſation, 
which he took upon him from the Beginning, for the 
Salvation of Men. We have a Place parallel to this 


in the ſame Chapter : (a) Therefore if neither Moſes 
ſaw God, nor Elias, nor Ezekiel, who ſaw many hea- 


venly Viſions; and if thoſe things which were ſeen 
by them, were Likeneſles of the Lord's Glory, and 


Prophecies of what was to come; it is manifeſt the 


Father is inviſible, of whom the Lord alſo ſaid, No 
one hath ſeen God at any time; but his Word, according 
to his Pleaſure, hath ſhew'd the Glory of the Father, 
to the Advantage of thoſe that behold him, and laid 
open his Diſpoſitions ; as alſo the Lord hath ſaid, The 
only begotten, who is in the Boſom of the Father, hath 
declar d, Oc. And in another place Irenæus expreſly tells 
us, (b) That all thoſe Appearances of the Son of God 
under the Old "Teſtament, were Preludes, and, as it 
were, Specimens of the future Incarnation, and had all 
of them a View to the CEconomy of our Salvation, 
which the Son had undertaken : It is he who ſays to 
Moſes, I have ſurely ſeen the Vexation of my People in Egypt, 
and am come down to deliver them, 'The Word of God 
being accuſtom'd from the Beginning to aſcend and 


(4) Pag. 372. (b) p. 344 
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deſcend, for the help of thoſe who were in Trouble. 
But then Jrenæus plainly aſſerts, that the Son of God 
is, in his own Nature, inviſible as well as the Fa- 
ther. (a) For he ſays, we are taught by the Chriſtian 
Religion, that there is one God, who is above all 


Principality and Dominion, and Power, and every 


Name that is named; and that his Word is naturally 


inviſible, but was made viſible and palpable among 


Men, and deſcended even to Death, the Death of the 
Croſs. Here alſo Fenæus (which, perhaps, is worthy 
our Notice by the way) in theſe Words, [the Word 


naturally inviſible, but made viſible and palpable. 


among Men, and deſcended to Death] ſeems to me 
to have in his Eye a remarkable Paſſage in the Epiſtle 
of Ignatius to Polycarp, Trenaus's Maſter ; in which the 
A poſtolical Man calls Chriſt the Son of God inviſible, 


but viſible for our ſakes, impalpable, and impaſſible, 


but paſſible for our ſakes. See the entire Place, Sect. 3. 
Chap. 1. n. 3. Again, Jrenzus (b) explains the whole 
Matter clearly, and teaches that the Father and Son 
are indeed equally incomprehenſible by the Creatures, 
and equally comprehenſible by one another; yet that 
all the Maniteſtation of the Father is made by the 
Son, and therefore that the Father ſends, and the Son 
is ſent: Theſe are the Words, Bur ſince the only be- 

ten Son came to us (contracting his own Subſtance 


into himſelf) from the One God, who made this 


World, form'd us, contains and adminiſters all things, 


I have a ſtrong Faith in him, and an immoveable Love 


towards the Father, God giving me both. For no 


can know the Father, but by the Revelation of 


the Word, that is, the Son of God ; nor the Son, but 


by the Good Pleaſure of the Father. Now the Son 
fulfils the Good Pleaſure of the Father: For the Fa- 


ther ſends, and the Son is ſent. And his own Word 


knows the Father, who is indeed inviſible, and infi- 


nite as to us: Tho he is not to be declar'd [by us] 


(a) Page 39. (b) p. 330. 
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e declares him to us. Again, the Father alone 


knows his Word. Now the Lord hath ſhewn that 
both theſe things are thus ; and for this Reaſon, the 
Son declares the Knowledge of the Father, by the 
Maniteſtation of himſelf. For the Knowledge of the 
Father is the Manifeſtation of the Son; for all things 
are manifeſted by the Word. Theſe things ſuffi- 
ciently prove that /renaus was ſound and catholick. 

7. What Clement of Alexandr. has diſcours'd upon this 
Matter, is clearer than the Light. For he joins the 


Immenſity and Omnipreſence of the Son of God with 


the CEconomy undertaken by him in this very notable 
Paſſage : (c) The Son of God is never out of his 
Watch- Tower. Not divided, or ſever'd, not paſ- 
ſing from place to place; but being always every 
where, and not circumſcribed, all Mind, all paternal 
Light, all Eye, ſeeing all things, hearing all things, 
knowing all things, by his Power fearching all Powers. 
To him all the Hoſt of Angels and Gods is ſubject, 
to the paternal Word, who hath undertaken the Diſ- 


penſation - becauſe of him who ſubjected. Obſerve ! 


He clearly teaches, that the Word, or Son of God, 
is not divided, or ſever d, paſſes not from place to 
place, is always every where, and no where circum- 
{crib'd. Nevertheleſs, he allows that the very Son of 
God undertook the Holy Diſpenſation laid upon him 

by God the Father; namely, then under the Old 
"Teſtament, when he appear'd to the Prophets, and 


Holy Men, in the diſguiſe, either of a Man, or ſome 


other corporeal Thing; then eſpecially under the 
New, when, having taken very Man into the Unity 


of his Perſon, he converſed with Men upon Earth. 


Sure nothing can be more expreſs than this. That 
ſhameleſs Scribbler Sandius (d) impudently denies, 
contrary to the Faith of all Copies, that Clement wrote 


thus: but he is fitter to be hiſs'd than anſwer'd. 


10 Page 505, G. (d) Append. ad Nucl. p. 99. 
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8. Tertullian, who told us before, That it was the 
Son, not the Father, who formerly appear'd to Holy 
Men, and in the Fulneſs of 'Time was incarnate, be- 
cauſe the Father is inviſible, and not to be included in 
Place: The ſame (e) afterward expreſly tells us, That 
it is not to be underſtood of a Diſparity of Nature 
in the Father, and the Son, ſince they are mutually 
inſeparable, both equally immenſe, and omnipreſent; 


but of the Economy, which the Son, not the Father, 


undertook. For thus he writes upon that Place, in 


the 17th Chapter of St. Matthew : You have the Son 


on Earth, the Father in him ; this 1s not a Separation, 


but a Divine Diſpoſition. But you are to know that - 
God is in the Abyſſes, is every where by his Force 


and Power; that the Son alſo, as indiviſible, is every 
where with him. Notwithſtanding in the CEconomy 
the Father would have the Son on Earth, himſelf in 
Heaven, to which Place the Son looking up, pray'd 
and begg'd of the Father ; whither he hath alſo taught 


us to lift ourſelves up, and to pray, Our Father, which 


art in Heaven, whereas he is alſo every where. 'The 
Reaſon is the ſame of the Divine CEconomy before 


the Incarnation, even of all the Appearances under 
the Old Teſtament. For as Tertullian hath excellently 


told us before, all the Order of the Divine CEconomy, 
from the Beginning, paſſes through the Son. In like 
manner Novatian, (as before) when he had prov'd 


that it was the Son, who came down to the Tower of 


Babel, &c. for this reaſon, that God the Father was 
immenſe, and not included in Place, as tho the Son 
was not alſo immenſe and omnipreſent ; yet in another 
place, in the ſame Book, he expreſly attributes to 
the Son of God that Immenſity and Omnipreſence 
Which is proper to the Divine Nature. (J) For he 
thus maintains the true Divinity of the Son againſt 
Hereticks : If Chriſt is only Man, how is he pre- 


ſent every where, when invok'd, ſince it is not the 


C) Page 513 and 514 (f) p. 717. (8) p. 724. 
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Nature of Man, but of God, to be every where ? 
How then are theſe Appearances of God to Holy 


Men in former Times to be thought compatible with 
the Son, not the Father alſo > The Author himſelf, 


I think, hath clearly taken away that Difficulty, 
where he thus diſcourſes concerning the Angel which 


appear d to Sarah's Maid: (a) Let the Hereticks con- 


ſider what they will ſay to the Place before us: Was 
it the Father who was ſeen by Agar, or not? For it 
is ſaid, God. Far be it from us to ſay the Angel is 
God the Father, leſt he, whoſe the Angel is, be ſub- 


ject to another. But they'll ſay it was an Angel. 


How then God, if an Angel, ſince that Name is not 


ever allow'd to Angels? The Truth which lies on 


both ſides concludes us in this Opinion, that we are 


to underſtand it to be the Son of God; who, as of 


God, is juſtly call'd God, becauſe the Son of God; 
and as ſubject to God, and the Preacher of the Fa- 
ther's Will, is call'd the Angel of the Great Counſel. 
The Sum is this: He who appear'd to Agar, was ei- 
ther a created Angel, or an uncreated God. He 
proves he was no Angel, becauſe call'd God and Je- 
hovah, an incommunicable Name, and never given 
any Creature, not even to Angels, the ſupreme Order 
of Creatures. It is plain then, that it was the true 


God; but, if I may ſo ſpeak, what God? The Fa- 


ther, or the Son? That it was not the Father, he 
proves, becauſe the Name of an Angel ſuggeſts Miſſion 
from another, and conſequently a certain Subjection; 
but God the Father is ſubject to none, as being of 
himſelf. It remains therefore, that he who appear'd 
be the Son of God; who. is ſubject to the Father, as 
having his Original from him, and to whom the Office 
of an Angel, or Preacher of the Father's Will, is not 
unbecoming. In a word, God the Father could not 


be an Angel, and preſerve his Pre-eminence as Fa- 


ther ; for then he would have been ſent by another, 


(a) Page 724. 


Vox. II. D who 
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who hath no Dependence upon another: But to the 
Son of God, the Name God truly agrees, as being 
very God; and the Name Angel, as being ſo true 
God, as to be God of God, and therefore capable 
to receive and undertake from God, of whom he is, 
the Miſſion or Oeconomy committed, without In jury 
to the Dignity of his Perſon. This very thing was, 
no doubt, intended by the Fathers, who wrote the 
Synodical Epiſtle from the Council of Antioch to Paul 
of Samoſata. They contend that the Son is he, who 
every now and then appear'd to and conferr'd with 
the Fathers under the Old Teſtament : Sometimes at- 
teſted as an Angel, ſometimes as Lord, and ſometimes 
as God. For believe, it is impious to call the God of 
the Univerſe an Angel, but the Son is the Angel of the 
Father, tho himſelf Lord and God. For it is written, 
The Angel of the Great Counſel. Where the Holy Pre- - 
lates clearly teach, that the Titles of God and Lord 
agree to the Father, and conſequently to the Son ; 
but that the Title of Angel, as ſignifying a Miſſion 
from another, does by no means agree to the Father, 
who can no more be ſaid to be ſent by another, than 
to be born of another ; but may be rightly attributed 
to the Son, who is begotten of the Father, who is 
therefore in Scripture call'd the Angel of the Great 
Counſel. „ — 

9. Tertullian (a) is to be expounded after the ſame 
manner, where he diſtinguiſhes the Son from rhe Fa- 
j ther, becauſe he 1s viſible, but the Father inviſible. 
| In this alſo Novatian, or the Author of the Book 
| concerning the 'Trinity, imitates him. Can any one 
i ſuſpe& that Tertullian, and his Ape (no Fools) be- 
1 lieved the Son of God, as God, and born of the in- 
y | viſible God, to be viſible? Without doubt they faid 
| the Son was viſible, not in his own Nature, but ac- 
i cording to the Oeconomy before explain'd, in which 
= he ſometimes from the Beginning ſhew'd himſelf to 


(a) Page 508, . | | 
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Men by certain external and viſible Symbols of his 
Preſence. If you queſtion this, hear Tertullian, in 
the ſame Book and Chapter, very expreſs in explain- 
ing himſelf : For we ſay that the Son is upon his own 
account ſo far inviſible, as he is the Word and Spirit 
of God from the Condition [or Nature] of his Sub- 
ſtance, even as he is God, and the Word and Spirit; 
but that before he was incarnate, he was viſible after 
the manner he ſpeaks of, to Aaron and Miriam : And 
if there be a Prophet among you, 1 will be known to him in 
a Vifion, &c. What can be clearer ? Sandius then and 
others, may be aſham'd ſo confidently to fix upon 
Tertullian this abſurd Opinion, that he believ'd the 
Word and Son of God to be in his own Nature finite 
and viſible. For, if they had ever attentively read 
that Book of Tertullian, from which they gather'd it, 
they could not but know that the learned Writer re- 
jected it in ſo many Words. If they knew this, and 
yet would palm it upon Tertullian, what are they to 
be accounted but Sophiſters and Prevaricators ? But if 
they never read the Book, or never read it with At- 
tention, ſure they are very raſh Perſons, from ſuch 
ſlender Grounds to ſay what Tertullian's Opinion 
Was. | 

10. I come at length to Origen, He teaches that 
God the Father condeſcended to Men, not locally, 
but providenrially ; the Son locally, in former Days, 
in feign'd or aſſum'd Shapes; in the laſt Times having 
put on real Man: but yet ſo as that he was never in- 
cluded in Place, but was and is always every-where, 
as well as the Father. Theſe are his Words: (a) God 
therefore, according to his Goodneſs, condeſcends to 
Men, not locally, but providentially. And the Son 
of God was not then only, but is always with his own 
Diſciples, fulfilling that which he ſaid, Behold, I am 
with you alway, to the end of the World. If a Branch 
can't bring forth Fruit, except it remain in the Vine, 


(a) Page 239. contra Celſ. 
| „ neither 
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neither can the Diſciples of the Word, the ſpiritual 
Branches of the true Vine, the Word, bring forth 


the Fruit of Virtue, unleſs they abide in the true 


Vine, the Curiſt of God, who was locally with us 
here below, upon Earth; who is with thoſe who 


every where adhere to him, yea, and with thoſe alſo 
every where, who don't know him. This John tells 


us in his Goſpel, in the Perſon of John the Baptiſt, 
who ſaid, He ſtands in the midſt of you, whom ye know 
not; it is he who cometh after me. From this he imme- 
diately inters, that Prayers and Vows are not to be 
made to the Sun, Moon and Stars, but to God the 
Father and the Son, who are every-where preſent. 
So Book the Second, (a) he proves by "Teſtimonies of 
Scripture, that the Son of God is not circumſcrib'd 


in the Body he hath aſſum'd, but is every-where. 


And he very clearly reconciles the Deſcents of the 


Son of God to Men, with his Immenſity and Omni- 


preſence, Bock 4. where, when Celſus objects againſt 
the Incarnation of the Son of God, that if God de- 
ſcends to Men, it is to be fear'd he leaves his Throne, 
he thus anſwers, (not in his own name only, but in 
the name of all Chriſtians) (5) For he knew not the 
Power of God, and that the Spirit of the Lord fill'd 
the World, and that he who comprehendeth all things, 
hath Knowledge of the Voice. Nor can he underſtand 
this: Don't I fill Heaven and Earth, ſaith the Lord? 
Neither doth he conſider, that according to the Chri- 
ſtian Word, we all live, and move, and exiſt in him; 
as alſo St. Paul taught in his Sermon to the Athenians. 
Therefore though the God of all things doth by his 
Power deſcend with Jeſus for the Life of Man; tho? 
he, who in the Beginning was the Word with God, 
who alſo was God, comes to us, he is not out of his 
Seat, he hath not left his Throne, as though any 


Place could be empty of him, and another full, which 
had him not before. For the Power and Deity of | 


(a) P ag. 63. contra Celſ. (b) Pe 164. = 
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God goeth as it pleaſeth, and where it findeth room, 
not changing the Place, nor leaving the Room empty 
of him, and filling another. Can Saudius ſay, as he did 
juſt now of Clement, that theſe Words are ſuppoſi- 
titious, and not written by Origen? He may, if he 
pleaſes; but no Man, in his Senſes, will pay any Re- 
gard to the raſh Creature's Opinion : eſpecially when 
it appears that Origen delivers the ſame Doctrine 
in this very Book, and in many other Places. (a) Let the 
Wreteh at length learn from Origen, whom he eſpe- 
cially, but erroneouſly admires, and cites, as of 
; 2 Opinion, his own Ignorance; who profeſſes he 
ever cat: think, that the Son of God deſcended to the 
Earth, without going from place to place: ſo that 
even then, when he was made Man, and convers'd 
with Men, he was preſent in Heaven, yea, every- 
where; and condemns the Opinion as wicked and 
blaſphemous. The holy Man truly has in the Perſon 
of Celſus, the Epicurean, pronounc'd him wholly ig- 
norant of the divine Power. 
11. I will add this by way of Appendix: It is very 
- probable, that from the Words of Chriſtian Writers, 
who taught that the Appearances of God, mention'd 
in the Old Teſtament, are not to be underſtood of 
the Father, whom no Man can ſee; but ought to be 
referr d to the Son, and that the Incarnation agreed 
to the Son, not the Father: I ſay from theſe, nor 
rightly underſtood, it is very probable Celſus took an 
handle to obje& to the Chriſtians, as though they 
taught that God the Father, himſelf great, and in- 
wiſible, or difficult to be contemplated, ſent his Son, made 
viſible, or viſible, or eaſy to be contemplated, to Men. 
'This we have obſerv'd before of him, and have given 
part of Origen's Anſwer to it. The other part is alſo - 
very appoſite, for thus he proceeds: (b) Grant then 
that God is difficult to be contemplated ; bur he alone 
is not difficult to be contemplated : His only begot- 


(9) Pag. 168, 169, 170, 324, 325. (0 p. 323» | 
„ ten 
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ten is likewiſe ſo. For God the Word is alſo diffi- 


cult to be contemplated, and ſo is his Wiſdom, by 


which he made all things. Who can particularly con- 
template the Wiſdom by which God made every 
thing? Therefore God did not ſend his Son, a God 
eaſy to be contemplated, becauſe he was difficult ; as 
Celſus, not underſtanding our Meaning, hath ſaid for 
us ;—but, as we have reply'd, though the Son, as 
God the Word, by whom all things were made, was 
difficult ro be contemplated, yet he dwelt among us. 
In theſe Words Origen again profeſſes, in the name of 
all Chriſtians, that the Father did not therefore ſend 
the Son into the World, becauſe he was eaſier to be 
contemplated, for both are alike incomprehenſible, as 
he hath elſewhere inform'd us. For what Cauſe did 
he ſend him? For that which we have told you be- 


fore, namely, becauſe God the Father, being of him- - 


ſeif, could not be ſent,by any one ; but it would not 


be unbecoming the Son of God, begotten of the Fa- 


ther, ro be ſent by him. I muſt here, by way of Di- 
grefſion, obſerve to the Reader, not much vers'd in 
the Writings of the Antients, that in theſe Words 
[the Wiſdom alſo is difficult to be contemplated} 
by Wiſdom is denoted the Holy Spirit. This we 
have before taken notice of in Theophilus Antiochenus 
and Irenaus. Petavius thus diſcourſes of the Cauſes 
why the Antients have uſed this way of ſpeaking : 
(b) They are therefore to be thought to call the Holy 
Spirit Wiſdom, becauſe the Gift of Wiſdom is dif- 
fus'd from him among Angels and Men; as the Logos 
is therefore ſaid to be ſo call'd, becauſe it makes them 
rational. 'Thus becauſe that excellent, and heavenly 
Gift of Wiſdom, as it is a Gift, and communicated 
to us by God, with ſingular Love and Goodneſs, is 
the proper Efficiency of the Holy Spirit ; therefore 
the Fountain of Wiſdom, as of all other Gifts, is 


ſomerimes figuratively call'd by the very Name Wiſ- 


(5) De Trin. Lib. 7. chap. 12. n. 17. 
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dom. There may be other Reaſons for this Appella- 
tion, namely, becauſe the Wiſdom, which is the Gift 
of God, and. is oppoſed to human Wiſdom, ſuch as 
the Gentile Philoſophers had, is join'd with the Love 


of God, and Charity, as St. Thomas ſays. Where- 


fore the Holy Spirit may as truly be call'd Wiſdom, 
as Love or Charity. But if you conſider Wiſdom in 
its Nature and Property, as it relates to the Under- 
ſtanding, and is a kind of Knowledge, the Title is 
peculiar to the Son and Word of God ; but not to 
the Spirit, except extrinſecally; and, if I may fo ſay, 
cauſatively. Moreover, thoſe other Words of Ori- 
gen may deſerve our Obſervation, namely, God diffi- 
cult to be contemplated, the Word difficult to be 
contemplated, ſo alſo Wiſdom difficult to be con- 
templated; as being exactly parallel to thoſe Words 
of the Creed, commonly call'd Athanaſian, The Fa- 
ther incomprehenſible, the Son incomprehenſible, and 

the Holy Ghoſt incomprehenſible. But to return. 
112. From what has been ſaid, it is very clear, that 
the Doctors of the Church, who wrote before the 
Riſe of Arianiſm, and argue that it was not God the 
Father, but the Son, who appear'd under the Old 
Teſtament, and was in the Fulneſs of Time incar- 
nate ; that the Father is immenſe, not included in 
Place, and inviſible, not poſſible to be ſeen by any 
one ; did never intend to deny that the Son of God 
was equally immenſe and inviſible : but only defign'd 
to ſignify that all the Appearances, and the Incarna- 
tion reſpected the Oeconomy which the Son of God 
took upon him; which Oeconomy was by no means 
proper to the Father, as being of himſelf, and oblig'd 
to no one for his Authority. We will now ſhew, that 
moſt of the Poſt-Nicene Catholick Fathers agreed 
with them in this Sentiment. We have before clearly 
prov'd that Euſebius was a Catholick, by Citations 
from him. Now he, in his Ecclefiaſtical Hiſtory, (a 
Work he publiſh'd after all his other Writings, and 
even after the Nicene Council) thus proves that the 
" 4 Angel 
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Angel worſhipp'd by Abraham, as God and Judge of 


all, was not the Father, but the Son (c): If it is 


againſt Reaſon, that the uncreate and immutable Na- 


ture of God Almighty ſhould put on the Appearance 


of Man; or that he ſhould deceive the Eyes of the 
Beholders with a Phantom, or that the Scriptures 


ſhould forge ſuch things; who elſe can it be ſaid 
that the God and Lord, who judges the whole Earth, 


and doth Judgment, and appear'd in a human Shape, 
is, (if we are not to ſay it is the firſt Cauſe of all 
things) but his Word only who pre-exiſted ? 'Thus he 
hath alſo reaſon'd in his Evangelical Demonſtration (d). 
For theſe, and ſuch like Sayings, the Jeſuit Petavius 
hath made no ſcruple of calling the venerable and 
well-deſerving Prelate impious and profane; tho? ſurely 
not ignorant that Euſebius never intended that Senſe, 


which the Words at firſt ſight ſeem to exhibit ; name- 
ly, That the Son of God, who formerly appear'd in 


a viſible Shape, was indeed of a Nature different from 
the Father, finite and mutable; nay, more, was 
actually chang'd in thoſe Appearances. For Euſebius 
hath plainly rejected that Doctrine in an hundred 

laces; (of which Petavius himſelf hath cited one) 


yea, he expreſly teaches that the Word of God, after 
he had taken real Man into the Unity of his Perſon, 


remain'd God immutable, immenſe, and omnipreſent. 


Theſe are his Words: (e) And theſe things he did, mini- 


ſtring to the Father's Counſels, ſtill remaining imma- 
terial, as he was before with the Father, not changing 
his Subſtance, not loſing his Nature, not confin'd by 
the Bonds of the Fleſh, nor only being there, where 
the human Veſſel was, and abſolutely hinder'd from be- 


ing in other Places: But even then, when he liv'd among 


Men, he fill'd all things, he was with the Father, and 
in him. He then had all things in Heaven and Earth 
in his Care, being by no means excluded from being 
every-where, as we are. And a little after, He was not 
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polluted, when his Body was begotten; nor, being 
impaſſible, did he ſuffer, when it was violently ſe- 
parated from him. What can be more Catholick > 
Without doubt therefore Euſebius intended nothing 
elſe in the Places afore-cited (unleſs we would call 
the learned Man, as Petavius does, a dull Fellow) 
than the Fathers before him, whoſe Opinion we have 
before explain'd, namely, that the Qeconomy did not 
agree with God the Father, being unbegotten, either 
ſo as that he ſhould be ſent by another, or ſo, as that he 
ſhould appear in feign'd Shapes; but that it was not 
unbecoming the Son of God, by the Will of the Fa- 
ther, of whom he was born, to undertake that 
Oeconomy; and for that reaſon, not the Father, but 
the Son ſhew'd himſelf formerly to the Patriarchs in 
the Shape of a Man; as in theſe laſt Times, not the 
Father, but the Son, took real and very Man into 
the Unity of his Perſon. But to proceed from Euſe- 
bius to the other confeſſedly Catholick Fathers. 2 
13. Cyril of Jeruſalem, (a) thinks that to be the 
Son, which Iſaiah beheld fitting upon a Throne: No 
Man (ſays he) hath ſeen the Father at any time; he 
then who appear'd to the Prophet, was the Son. Baſil 
(b) proves it was the Son who appear'd to Moſes in the 9 
Buſh, becauſe it is written, that the Angel of the 1 
Lord appear d in the Buſh, and becauſe that very ik 
Angel afterwards ſaid, I am that I am. Hence he ar- 1 
gues thus: Who then is this Angel and God ? Is it 1 
not he, of whom we are inform'd, his Name is call'd : 
the Angel of the Great Counſel? Baſil then thought, þ 
as the Antients before-mention'd, namely, that the 
Name of God did equally belong to the Father and the 
Son; that the Name of Angel did not, being proper to x 
the Son, who was in every Age ſent by the Father, {| 
and diſcover'd his Will to- Men. A little after, in | 
the ſame place, Baſil thus concludes : It is then mani- 
feſt ro every one, that where the ſame Perſon is call'd — 
Angel and God, the only begotten is meant, who "8 
) In Catecheſi 14, (b) 1638, Ed. Par, p. 742. 4 
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manifeſted himſelf in the Ages to Men, and told his 


Saints the Will of the Father. Theodoret alſo proves 
that the Father (a) is inviſible, and ſhews that he nei- 
ther is, nor can be ſeen. And in the fifth Queſtion 
upon Exodus, ( he contends, that it was not the Fa- 
ther who appear'd to Moſes in the Buſh, and ſaid he 
was God; tor he can't be the Meſſenger of any one: 
but the Son, which Son alſo is not an inferior Mini- 
ſter, or Servant. | 


14. Of the Latin Fathers, we cite theſe Evidences. 


Hilary, (c) an holy Man, and a very ſevere Adverſary 
of Ariamim, very often and expreſly delivers the ſame 
Doctrine. Thus he proves the Angel, who appear'd 
to Agar, the Son of God, becauſe he is call'd both 
God and Lord, and the Angel of God ; but both 
thoſe Names can't properly be given to any one bur 


the Son of God, who alone is in his own Nature 


God, and in his Office and Diſpenſation the Angel of 
God, i. e. the Preacher of the Father's Will. Now 
this Function is not unbecoming him, as he hath his 
Original from the Father. For, among other things, 
he writes thus in the ſame place: He who is call'd 
the Angel of God, is alſo God and Lord; but ac- 


cording to the Prophet, the Son of God is the Angel 


of the Great Counſel. That the Diſtinction of Per- 
ſons might be abſolute, he is call'd the Angel of God ; 
for he who is God of God is the Angel of God. But 
that he might have his due Honour, he is proclaim'd 
God and Lord. Hence alſo, about the end of the 
ſame Book, he contends, that the Son alone was ſeen 
by Men, but that the Father was inviſible. For upon 
the Place of Jeremy, he writes thus: You have then 
God ſeen upon Earth, and converſing with Men. I 


ask how you think theſe Words are to be underſtood: 
No Man hath ſeen God at any time, but the only begotten 
Son, who is in the Boſom of the Father; ſince Jeremy 


(a) In 5. adr. Heres, e. r. (b) In Queſt, 5. in Exod 
(c) In Lib. 4+ de Trin. hy J 2 
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proclaims him God, who was ſeen upon Earth, and 


converſed with Men? The Father, no doubt, is not 
to be ſeen by any but the Son. Who then was he, 
who was ſeen and convers'd among Men? Certain 

our God, the God viſible among Men, and handled 


by them. And a little after: He was ſeen upon 
Earth, and convers'd with Men. For there is one 


Mediator of God and Men, who is God and Man; 
and the Mediator both under the Law, and alſo when 


he took Fleſh upon him He alone was born God 


of God, by whom all things in Heaven and Earth 
were made, by whom the Times and Ages were 
made. All that is, is of his making. Ir is he then 
alone who promis'd to Abraham, who ſpake to Moſes, 
who teſtify*d to Iſrael, who dwelt in the Prophets, 
was born by the Virgin of the Holy Spirit, &c. 
Here, by the way, it is to be obſervd againſt Bellar- 
mine, and other Popiſh Writers, that Hilary expreſly 
affirms (what the Antients, it is plain, generally 
taught) that our Saviour was Mediator under the 
Law, and before his Incarnation; and therefore not 
only Mediator in reſpect of the human Nature, which 
he had not then aſſum' d; a thing they have eagerly 


contended for. Further, the ſame Perſon, ſpeaking 


of the Angel again (a) which appear'd to Agar, ſays : 
The Angel of God ſpeaks to Agar, and the ſame An- 
gel is God. But perhaps he therefore is not true 
God, becauſe the Angel of God : For that ſeems to 


be a Name of an inferior Nature, and where the 


Name is of another kind, there it is thought the Sub- 
ſtance is not of the ſame kind. The former Book 
hath indeed ſhewn the Vanity of this Queſtion ; for 
in the Name Angel is rather the Idea of the Office 
than the Nature. And alittle after : 'The Law there- 
fore, or rather God by the Law, willing to ſignify 
the Perſon of the Father, call'd the Son of God the 
Angel of God, i. e. the Meſſenger of God. He in- 


(a) In Lib. 5. de Trin. 


timates 
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timates to us his Office, when he calls him Meſſenger ; 
but the Reality of his Nature, when he calls him 


God. This then is the Order of the Diſpenſation, 
not of the Nature ; for we preach no other than the 


Father and the Son, and we ſo equalize the Nature 


of the Names, as that the Nativity of the only be- 


gotien God of the unbegotten God hath the Reality 


or Verity of God. 'The Senſe of the Perſon that 
ſends, and the Perſon that is ſent, is no other than of 


Father and Son; and it does not take away the Re- 


ality of the Nature, or deſtroy the Propriety of the 
native Divinity in the Son. Laſtly, the ſame Perſon 
ſpeaks thus of the God ſeen by {/aiah : For [ſaiah ſaw 
God; and though it is written, No one hath ſeen 
God at any time, but the only begotten Son, who is 
in the Beſom of the Father, he hath declar'd him; 


yet the Prophet ſaw God, and ſo beheld his Glory, 


as it was thought even the Dignity of a Prophet was 
not admitted to ſee ir; for he was put to death for it 


by the Jews. The only begotten then, who is in the 


Boſom of the Father, hath declar d the God, whom 
no one hath ſeen. And a little after, (a) 'The Pro- 


phet ſays, the Goſpel witneſſes, the Church confeſſes, 


that he is true God, who is ſeen; and yet no one al- 
lows that the Father is ſeen. Here he aſſerts this 


Doctrine, That the Father was never ſeen to any one, 


to be ſo Catholick in his Age, that no Catholick 
durſt then defend the contrary Opinion. 
15. Even Auſtin concludes from theſe Words of 


John, (b) No one hath ſeen God at any time, the only be- 


gotten Son, who is in the Boſom of the Father, he hath de- 


clar'd him ; That the Son of God, who is the Word 
of God, not only brought "Tidings of the Father in 


the laſt times, when he vouchſaf'd to appear in the 
Fleſh, but alſo diſcover d him before from the Con- 
ſtitution of the World, to whom he would, either 
by ſpeaking, or appearing, either as ſome Angelical 


(a) Ibid. p. 58. (b) In Lib, cont, Adim, cap. 9, 
Power, 
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Power, or ſome other Creature. Which Concluſion 
is of no force, unleſs it be taken for granted, that the 
Senſe of the Evangeliſt's Words are, that God the Fa- 
ther himſelf never ſhew?'d himfelf to any one, There- 
fore Auſtin contradicts himſelf, as he often does, and 
ſays that, which Hilary affirms, he thought no Catho- 
lick durſt ſay, when in another place he ſpeaks thus: 
(a) That it is too raſh to ſay, that God the Father 
never appear'd in any viſible Shapes to the Fathers or 
Prophets. This Saying of Auſtin's, Petavius raſhly 
approves as certain. Under the New Teſtament in- 
deed we know that God the Father hath ſpoke to 
Men, as in the Baptiſm of Chriſt, and at his 'Tranſ- 
figuration, ſaying, This is my beloved Son, in whom I am 
well pleaſed ; and in that Voice, I have both glorify'd, and 
will again glorify. From theſe Places of Scripture, 
Petavius, deſirous to prove Auſtin's Aſſertion, namely, 
that God the Father had ſometime appear'd to the 
Prophets, argues thus : For it is not more unworthy 


that ſupreme and moſt excellent Majeſty of God, to 


make himſelf after ſome ſort heard by Men, by ſome 


ſenſible Means, than to make himſelf viſible to them 


by the temporary Uſe of ſome corporeal Shape. Here 
muſt be a falſe Print; IE is not more unworthy: 
The Jeſuir, I ſuppoſe, wrote, or ſhould have wrote, 
tt is not more worthy; otherwiſe the Reaſoning is 


very looſe. But I ſay, that is not fo certain, as Peta- 


vius thought; for according to the Opinion of the 
Antients, as I have often ſaid, thoſe Appearances of 
God in ſome viſible corporeal Shape, were Preludes 
and Figures of the future Incarnation, which did no 
way agree to the Father. But grant it certain, the 
Places cited are impertinent ; for Auſtin, whoſe De- 
fence Petavius undertakes, hath expreſly ſpoken 
of the Appearances of God formerly made to the 
Fathers, and the Prophets under the Old 'Teſtament. 
Beſides it was extraordinary, and alſo neceſſary to 


(a) In Lib 2, de Trin. chap. 17, 


confirm 


. EE cad A 
N 7 


r ͤ — 
„ — BE 9 
9 2 

os o 


62 ADEFENCEv 


confirm the Miffion of the Son from the Father, who 
appear'd now upon Earth as a mere Man, that the 
Father ſhould pronounce ſuch words of his Son: But 
this by the way. Further, whereas thoſe Appearan- 
ces of God under the Old Teſtament regarded the 
Miſſion of the one by the other, and the Function 
committed by one to the other, upon which account 
generally he that appeared, was not only called God, 
but alſo Angel, that is, ſent; Auſtin himſelf plainly 
confeſſes that Miſſion does not agree to God the Fa- 
ther. For in the fourth Book of the Trinity he writes 
thus: (a) As therefore the Father begat, and the Son 
is begotten ; ſo the Father ſent, and the Son is ſent. 
Again, As to be begotten, is to the Son the ſame as to 
exiſt from the Father ; ſo to be ſent, is to the Son the 
ſame as to be known to be of, or from him. And in the 
end of the ſame fourth Book he aſſerts it very abſurd 
to ſay, that the Father is ſent by the Son whom he 
begat, or by the Holy Spirit, who proceeded from 
him; tho he is pleaſed viſibly to appear by a Creature 
ſubje& to him. But he ſpeaks the moſt clearly in theſe 
Words: (b) The Father alone is not ſaid to be ſent, 
| becauſe he hath no Author, of whom he was begotten, 
or from whom he proceeds. And the Father is there- 
fore not ſaid to be ſent, not becauſe of a diverſity of 
Nature, for there is no ſuch thing in the Trinity; 
but becauſe of his Authority. For the Splendor or 
Heat ſends not the Fire, but the Fire ſends the Splen- 
dor or Heat. (c) To which you have this parallel 
place: For it was fit, not that the Father ſhould be 
ſent by the Son; but the Son by the Father. Now 
this is not an Inequality of Subſtance, but an Order of 
Nature; not that the one is prior to the other, but 
that the one is of the other. But as to the Appearan- 
ces under the Old Teſtament, thus far we agree with 
Auſtin, whom Petavius follows, that God was not al- 
way in the Angel by a ſpecial Preſence; but admini- 
(a) Cap. 20. () In Lib. contra Arian, Serm, c. 4. (c) Lib. 


3. contra Maximin. Arian» c. 14. 
| | ſired 
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ſtred many Affairs by Angels only; nay, we deny not, 
that ſome Antients have gone too far in this Queſtion. 
Further we freely confeſs, that it is often difficult to 
conjecture when a mere Angel, and when God in an 
Angel appear'd; and with Peravius embrace the Rule 


of Alphonſus Toftatus, as a good one; namely, that there 


are ſome things recorded in Scripture which are ſmall, 
and belong but to ſome one, or a few; others, which 


are extraordinary, remarkable, and of univerſal con- 


cern. In the former, Angels alone are the Miniſters, 

which the Scripture ſo expreſſes, as not to give any 
hint of a divine Perſon. The latter are tranſacted by 
God, and ſo declared, as that it appears, not only ,that 
an Angel was preſent, but that God acted and ſpoke 
by him what he pleaſed. Bur ſtill we think this the 


moſt certain Token of the Divine Preſence, when he 


who appears or ſpeaks, openly profeſſes himſelf to be 
God, or he that is, or the God of Abraham, &c. or 
the God of the Fathers; and requires Divine Worſhip 
and Adoration to be paid him: This we know was 
done by him, who ſpoke to Moſes in the Buſh, and to 
the Iſraelites in Mount Sinai. In the mean time, we 
conſtantly affirm, that whereſoever it is plain God ap- 


peared, there is to be underſtood not the Father, but 
the Son; and herein we Religiouſly follow the con- 


ſentient Judgment of primitive Antiquity. But to 
return. 80 | 
16. Beſides the Evidence we have brought, Petavins 
_ himſelf has help'd us to ſome. Prudentius very fully 
proves againſt the Patripaſſians, that the Word only 
appeared to the Antients, not in its proper ſhape, 
but a corporeal one, and that becauſe the Father could 
not be ſeen of any one. Thus amongſt other things he 
writes, (a) Was God paſſible, whoſe ſhape and figure 
was never ſeen by any one? That Majeſty is not eaſy 
to be comprehended by Senſe, the Eyes, or Hand. 
We have the famous Teſtimony of the great John, 


(a) Prudentius in initio Apoth. Ed. Amſterd, Janſ. p. 153. 
| | that 
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that God could never be ſeen. Again, (b) Whoſoever : 


is reported to have ſeen God, hath ſeen his Son: For 


the Son is that, which ſhining forth from the Father, 
makes himſelf viſible by ſhapes, which human Sight 


can comprehend. Then he ſays that the Word only 


was ſeen under a corporeal ſhape by Abraham and 
Moſes; not by any means the Father: (c) Believe me, 
no one hath ſeen God, no one, believe me. God of 
the Fountain God is viſible ; God the Fountain himſelf 
is not. He who is begotten may be ſeen, not he who 
is unbegotten, Cc. 

Caſſian ſays, (d) This is he only, who ſpake to the 
Patriarchs, dwelt in the Prophets, was conceived of 
the Spirit, born of the Virgin Mary, &c. Then, For 
was the Father ever ſeen upon Earth, who is never 
ſaid to be viſible but to the Son? Was he brought forth 
in the Fleſh, or did he converſe among Men? No 
ſure. Laſtly, Iidore (e) ſays: For it is the very Son, 
who being always ſent by the Father, appeared viſibly 
to Men. From his Miſſion therefore he is rightly cal- 
led the Angel. (F) | | 


17. I'll only add one thing more as worthy obſerya- 


tion, That antiently the Symbols of ſome Churches, 


did by way of diſtinction profeſs God the Father invi- 


fible, and impaſſible, namely in the Senſe explain d. | 


Rufjinus indeed, in his Explication of the Creed com- 


monly called the Apoſtles, expreſly witneſſeth, that 


the Creed of Aquileia in the Article concerning the 
Father had in his time after | Almighty] Inviſible and 
Impaſſible. Whence alſo in the Epiſtle of Auxentius, 
Arch-biſhop of Milan, in Hilary, the firſt Article of 
the Creed is even now read thus: I believe in God 
the Father Almighty, Inviſible, Impaſſible, Immortal. 
Eraſmus, in his Anſwer to the Cenſure of the Paris Di- 
vines ſays, that the Eaſtern Churches had alſo received 


(5) Thid. (c) p. 155. (ad) In Lib. 4. de Incarnation>, c. 9. 


(e) De Natura Domini. cap. 1. (f) Wheoſoever dejures mire upon 


abi Head, may conſult Petav. de Trin. Lib. 8. cap. 2. 
x the 
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the ſame Addition; which (a) Voſſius too thought pro- 
bable. But without doubt this Addition was oppoſed to 
a Hereſy, which ſome (b) whoſe Names are loſt, did 
firſt defend, and then Praxeas, afterwards Beryllus, and 
Noetus, and laſtly Sabellius ; all holding, that not the 
Son of God, but God the Father himſelf, was ſeen 
by Men under the Old Teſtament, and in the Fulneſs 

of Time was incarnate and ſuffered. | 


Dr. Grabe's Annotation upon Ch. 3. S. 5. &c. 


J only add this to the Reverend Author's Diſcourſe 
upon Juſtin Martyr, that if the Adverſaries will there- 
fore conclude that Juſtin deny d the Immenſity and 
Omnipreſence of God the Son, becauſe he hath ſaid 
that he appeared in a ſmall part of the Earth, as tho 
he had left the Heavens; they may as well conclude, 
that Juſtin deny'd the Immenſity and Omnipreſence 
of God the Father, becauſe he ſeems to confine him, 
as it were, to the Regions above. For he ſays (c) that 
God the Father always abides in the higheſt Heavens. 
And (d) he abides in his own Region, whatſoever 
that is, ſeeing and hearing quickly. But as God the 
Father is ſaid to be in Heaven, becauſe the Angels in 
Heaven behold his Face, Matt. 18. 10; fo the Word 
is ſaid to be on Earth, becauſe on Earth he appeared 
in a viſible ſhape to the Patriarchs, and other holy 
Men: Tho both of them do equally fill Heaven and 
Earth, Jerem. 23. 24. Beſides, there is a remarkable 


Place to be added to the Citations from Irenzus for the 


Inviſibility and Incomprehenſibility of the Son of God. 
It is this: (e) He then took Man upon himſelf, inviſible 
became viſible, incomprehenſible comprehenſible, im- 
paſſible paſſible, and the Word Man, ſumming up, or 
gathering together all things into himſelf; that as the 
Word of God is chief in Super-celeſtial, Spiritual and 
Inviſible things; ſo he might have the Principality in 

(a) De Tribus Symb. p. 26. (b) Fuſtin Apol. 2. p. 96. Dialog. 
cum 'Tryph. p. 358. op — — 5 5 — | e dere 25 5 
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| if \ viſible and corporeal things, taking the Primacy upon N 
il himſelf, and placing himſelf Head of the Church, that Y 
5 in due time he may draw all things to himſelf. See 1 
| if Clement of Alexand. Strom. 7. I add nothing concern= * 
al ing the other Fathers, for brevity's ſake. | 74 


C 
The Third Thefis is propoſed, in which the | 


Uſe of the Dottrine of the Sons Subordi- 
nation is explained. 


TT HO I have ſo largely explained the Sentiment 
of the Antients concerning the Subordination of © 

the Son to the Father; it ſtill remains that I ſay ſome- 

thing concerning the excellent Uſe the Antients ob- — 

ſerved in this Do&rine. 'This then ſhall be the third 

Thefis, and the laſt of this laſt Section. 


| 
| 
THESIS Ul. - = 


The Autient Doctors thought this Doctrine of the Subordina- 
tion of the Son to the Father, as his Original and Princi- 


ple; very uſeful and abſolutely neceſſary to be known and be- | 

lieved ; becauſe by this eſpecially the Divinity of the Sou 

| may be aſſerted, and the Unity of the Divine Monarchy g | 

| preſerved notwithſtanding. For tho the Name and Na- | 

| ture be common to two, namely to the Father and his Son, | 
9 jet becanſe the one is the Principle of the other, from | 
1 which he is propagated, and that by an interior not an ex- - 
1 ternal Production, God is truly ſaid to be only One. This — 4 
i ' Reaſon thoſe Antients did alſo believe equally to belong to ; 
NH the Divinity of the Holy Ghoſt. | 
| I 


Kay According to the Opinion of the Antients, which 
is alſo the Voice of Common Senſe, if there were two 
A unbe- 
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unbegotten, or independent Principles in the Divinity, 


* $3 ih 


the Father's Pre-eminence, and the Divine Monarghy 


ly Spirit have their Original. Tertullian (b) hath very 


: 


| ſelves | 


(a) See Sed. 2. Ch. 4. E. N Tert. p. 501, 50. 
: | 
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ſelves are the Worſhippers of the one God; as tho a 
miſtaken Unity is not heretical, and a right Trinity 
is not the Truth. They ſay we hold the Monarchy: 


The Latins, even thoſe of them that are barbarous, 
ſo expreſs the Sound, that you would think they as 


well underſtood the Word Monarchia, as pronounced 
it. Now the Latins ſtudy to ſpeak Monarchia; even 
the Greeks will not underſtand the Diſpenſation. But 
if I have got any knowledge of the two Languages, I 
know that Monarchy ſignifies nothing but the Go- 
vernment of One; but yet that it hath not that Title, 


becauſe of one, of him whoſe it is, or that he hach 


Not a Son, or that he made himſelf a Son to himſelf, 
or doth not adminiſter his Monarchy by whom he 


pleaſes. Now I ſay, that no Government is to the 


Government of one himſelf ſo ſingular to a Monarchy, 


as that it is not adminiſter'd by others, whom he 


makes his Officials. It he has a Son, who has a Mon- 
archy, that the Monarchy is not neceſſarily divided, 
and ceafes to be a Monarchy, if he takes his Son in 


Collegue; that it is principally his therefore, from 


whom it was communicated to the Son; and as his, is 
therefore a Monarchy, which is jointly held by two 


ſo much one. If then the Divine Monarchy is admini- 


ſtred by ſo many Legions and Hoſts of Angels, as it 
is Written, A thouſaud Millions ſtood by him, and an 
hundred Thouſand appeared before him; and yet it 
ceaſes not to be the Government of one, a Monarchy, 
tho adminiſter'd by ſo many thouſand Powers : how 
is it that God ſeems to be divided and diſperſed in 
the Son and Holy Spirit, ſo Partakers of the Fa- 
ther's Subſtance; and yet is not divided and diſperſed 
in ſuch a Number of Angels ſo different from the Fa- 
ther's Subſtance ? Thou falſly thinkeſt the Members, 
Pledges, Inſtruments, Powers, and the whole Parade 
of Monarchy to be the deſtruction of ir. I would have 
thee uſe thyſelf to the Senſe of the Thing, not the 
Sound of the Word. This thou art to underſtand to 


be the overthrowing the Monarchy, when another Go- 


vernment 
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vernment of its own proper frame and ſtate, is by this 
introduc'd as a Rival of it; when another God is ad- 
vanced in oppoſition to the Creator. Then it is evil, 
when we ſet up more, as Prodicus and Valentinus did; 
then we ruin the Monarchy, when we pull down the 
Creator. Now when I don't derive the Son from any 
thing elſe, but the Subſtance of the Father, and repre- 
ſent him as doing nothing without the Father's Will, 
and as having obtain'd all his Power from the Father; 
how can I indeed deſtroy the Monarchy, which I 
preſerve in the Son, being delivered to him by the Fa- 
ther? I may urge this alſo in the third Perſon, for as 
much as I think the Spirit to have proceeded no other 


way than from the Father by the Son. Take care then, 


leſt thou rather deſtroyeſt the Monarchy, who over- 


turneſt the Diſpenſation and Diſpoſition of it in ſo 
many Perſons as God pleaſed. Hitherto Tertullian 
very Learnedly. 


4. The like we have in Novatian, where he thus 
writes concerning God the Father and the Son : (a) 
Namely, God proceeding from God, making a ſecond 
Perſon, but not depriving the Father of being the One 
God. For if he had not been born, the unborn com- 
pared with the unborn, an Equality appearing, would 


have made two Unborns, and therefore two Gods. If 


he had been unbegotten, compared with the unbegot- 
ten, and found equal, the unbegottens would have 
truly made two Gods, and therefore Chriſt would 
have made two Gods. If he had been found without 
Original, as the Father, and had himſelf been the 
Principle of all things, as the Father, making two 
Principles, he had conſequently made us two Gods. 
Then a little after he adds: But now whatſoever he is, 
he is not of himſelf, becauſe not unborn; but of the Fa- 


ther, becauſe begotten. Whether therefore he is the 


Word, or the Power, or the Wiſdom, or the Light, 

or the Son, or whatſoever of theſe, ſince he is of no 

other, as I ſaid before, but the Father, owing his Q- 
(2) P. 729, and 730» | | 
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riginal to his Father, he cannot divide the Divinity 
into two Gods, who had his Original by being born 
of the One God. Upon account of which, being 
the only begotten and the firſt begotten of him, who 
hath no beginning, he alone is the Principle and Head 
| of all things. Laſtly, towards the end he thus diſ- 
ourſes: The Son is ſhewn to be God, to whom the 
Divinity is ſeen to be reach'd out and deliver'd; * but 
yet the Father is proved to be the One God, becauſe 
of that Reciprocation of the Divinity and Majeſty of the 
Son to the Father, who gave it. CE . 
5. We have elſewhere cited Hippolytus, thus diſ- 
courſing in his Book againſt Noetus: When I fay the 
Son is different from the Father, I do not ſay, that 
there are two Gods; but as it were, Light from Light, 
Water from the Fountain, and a Ray from the Sun. 
For there is one Power from the Whole, the Father 
is the Whole, from which this Power, the Word. 


Te Anſwer to the Queries interpolates this Place, as alſo Dr. 
Clarke, by adding the Words [by acknowledgment. ] Not content with 
#bis, they have thought fit to leave out theſe Words [ Unus Deus often- 
ditur verus & zternus Pater, a quo ſolo hec vis Divinitatis e- 
miſſa, etiam in Filium tradita & direCGa, rurſum per Subſtan- 
tiæ communionem ad Patrem revolvitur] by which Sect. 2. Ch, 
8. n. 5. mot only the Senſe and Meaning, but atk the Sum and Sub- 
ſtance of what preceded, is ſtrangely mangled. It is ſaid beſides, thai 
theſe Words ¶ Cujus fic Divinitas traditur, ut non aut diſſonantia 
aut inzqualitate Divinitatis duos Deos reddidifle videatur] are 
corrupt, and Dr. Clarke Jamely attempts the emendation of them : 
Hit veally they ſtand in no need of it, unleſs they muſt be forced into 
zhe Dottor's Scheme.— Anſwer to the Queries p. 36, and 37. Againſt 
Mr. Nelſon's Friend, p. 138, 139. Surehy [aut diſſonantia aut in 
æqualitate] conſider d in Syntax is ſuch Latin as never even Africa 
produced. The ſenſe of the Place is pretended to be the beſt underſtood 
from the conſideration of what goes before: Bur every ordinary Reader 
wwill quickly ſee, that Novatian intends to give the Reaſon of that 
Sentence in hat followsit, He uſes the Particle [enim J to introduce 
it, and plainly means, that the Divinity of ibe Son does not jar with 
that of the Father, becauſe the Subjection of every thing to the Son 
is from the Authority of the Father; that the Divinity of the Son is nos 
unequtal to that af the Father, becauſe their Nature is common and re- 
ciprocal; ſo that they are not two either in the Exerciſe of Authority, 
er the lnequal iy, or Separation of Exiſtence, . 
— OD Here 
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Here I have obſerved, that the Father and Son are 
therefore proved, tho diſtin& in Perſon, to be one 
God, becauſe the Son is not God of himſelf, but God 
of God, even of the Father, as Light proceeds from 
Light, Water from the Fountain, and Ray from the 
Sun. Laſtly, to omit many others, whom I might 
cite, Origen makes this Note upon Ch. 9. v. 5. of the 
Epiſtle to the Romans: Chriſt then is of them, as con- 
cerning the Fleſh, who is over all God Bleſſed for ever. 
That Chriſt is one according to the Fleſh, and ano- 
ther according to the Spirit, he ſignified in the former 
Parts of this Epiſtle, where he ſaith: Who was made 
of the Seed of David according to the Fleſh who was 
the Predeſtinated Son of God in Power according to the 
Sanftification of the Spirit. How he is according to the 
Spirit the Son of God, and according to the Fleſh the 
Son of David, we have more fully explain*d before. 
He then, whom he there calls the Son of God accord- 
ing to the Spirit, is here in the following part of his 
Doctrine, his Auditors having made a proficiency, 
called God over all Bleſſed for ever. I wonder how 
thoſe that read what the ſame Apoſtle ſays in other 
Words, There is one God the Father, of whom are all 
things, and one Lord Jeſus Chriſt, by whom are all things; 
deny that they are obliged to profeſs the Son of 
God to be God, leſt they ſeem to ſay there are 
two Gods. What will they make of this place alſo, 
in which Chriſt is plainly ſty1'd God over all? But they 
mind not, who are of this Opinion, that as he called 
the Lord Jeſus Chriſt not ſo one Lord, as that God 
the Father is not alſo called Lord; fo he called not 
God the Father, fo one God, as that the Son may not 
alſo be thought God. For the Scripture 1s true, 
which ſays, Know ye that the Lord is God. Now both 
are one God ; becauſe the Son hath no other beginning 
of his Divinity than the Father; but the Son (as Wiſ- 
dom faith) is the moſt pure Emanation of the very one 
Paternal Fountain. I know (a) Eraſmus hath pre- 


(a) Eraſmus in locum. 
E4: tended. 
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tended (the better to defend his own abſurd Interpre- : 
tation of that remarkable Paſſage of St. Paul, Rom. 9. 


v. 5.) that this Paragraph was corre&ed by Jerom, or 


ſome other of Origen's Interpreters, and hath endea- 


vour'd to prove it, becauſe it was ſtrange Origen ſhould 
here tell us, that there were Men then, who durſt not 
call Chriſt God, leſt they ſhould ſeem to make two 
Gods: but why is that ſo ſtrange ? Becauſe the Doc- 
trine of the Arians is here noted, which (as Eraſmus 
afterwards explains himſelf) was not condemn'd till 
many Years after Origen. But who would not won- 
der that the great Eraſmus ſhould either not know, 
or not remember, that there were many, not only in 
Origen's time, but many Years before, who were a- 
fraid to acknowledge Chriſt to be a Divine Perſon di- 

ſtinct from the Father, leſt they ſhould ſeem to make 
two Gods. Did not the Praxeans before Origen, deny 
that God the Father had a Son Perſonally diſtinct 
from him, and of the ſame Nature with him, under 
pretence of the Monarchy ? Did not Noetus, Origen's 
Contemporary, detend the ſame Hereſy? Hath not 
Beryllus taught it, with whom Origen diſputed in a 


Synod of Biſhops ?_ There were others beſides, in the 


Days of Origen and before, who univerſally and abſo- 
lutely deny'd the diſtin& Subſiſtence of the Son in 


the Divine Eſſence, and even his Divinity, leſt they 


ſhould make two Gods? Did the very learned Man 
never hear of the Ebionites, (a) who profeſſing them- 
ſelves Worſhippers of the One God the Father, 
affirm*d that Chriſt was a mere Man? And who are 
in more places than one by name taken notice of by 
Origen? Did not Theodotus Coriarius teach this Doc- 
trine long before Origen? Laſtly, () That you may not 
think the Text cited to be interpolated by Jerom, or 
ſome other Interpreter, ſee the ſame Origen in the Com- 
mentary upon John publiſh'd in Greek by Huetius, en- 


(a) In Libris contra Celſum. () Conſult the Fudement of the 
Catholick Church concerning all the Hereticks hitherto mentioned, whoa 


deny our Lord s Divinity, 


gaging 
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gaging the ſame Hereſy with the ſame Weapons (a). 


Further, the ſame Origen in his firſt Book upon Geneſis, 
after he had ſaid, that the Son was the eternal Splen- 
dor of the eternal Light, ſubjoins; He exiſted, but not 


ſo as we have ſaid of the eternal Light, leſt we ſhould 
ſeem to bring in two Principles of Light; but as the 
Splendor of the unbegotten Light, having that Light 


his Beginning, and Original. Laſtly, in his undoubt- 
ed Work againſt Celſus (b) he contends, that the Chri- 
ſtians are not guilty of Sedition againſt God the Fa- 
ther of all Things, tho they adore the Son with Divine 
Worſhip, as well as the Father; and he proves it by 
this Argument, becauſe all the Honour of the Son re- 
dounds to God the Father. The Words are: Now 
Celſus cannot ſhew that we are guilty of any Sedition 


concerning the Son. For we even worſhip the Father, 
When we admire his Son, the Word, and Wiſdom, 


and Truth, and Righteouſneſs, and whatſoever we have 


heard the Son of God is, ſo begotten of ſuch a Father. 


6. Now leſt any one ſhould reckon theſe among 
the dangerous Sayings of the Primitive Fathers, I add, 


that the Poſi-Nicene Fathers who kept cloſeſt to the 
Decrees of that Council, taught the ſame Doctrine. 


The great Athanaſius, the molt rigid Defender of the 
Nicene Faith, 1s ample Evidence of this Matter. Thus 
he ſpeaks in his Oration againſt the Sabellians: (c) Where 
there is but one Principle, and one Begotten of it, the 
exact and natural Image, becauſe begotten of him, 
there is one God; the Divinity being conceiv'd per- 


fect in the Father, and the Father's Divinity ſubſiſting 


perfect in the Son. But he is more full in his fourth 


Oration (d) againſt the .4rians : Since Chriſt is God 
of God, and the Word, Wiſdom, Son and Power of 


| God; therefore we are told there is one God in Holy 


Scripture. For the Word being the Son of the One 
God, is refer'd to him, whoſe he is. So that there are 
two, the Father and Son, but ſtill an indiſſolved, un- 


Nel f ee a eh 
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divided Unity of the Godhead. Thus we muſt ſay | 


one Principle of the Godhead, not two. Hence pro- 
perly comes the Monarchy. Of this Principle the 
Word is the Son, not as another Principle ſubſiſting 
of himſelf, nor begotten extrinſecally of the ſame, 
leſt by the diverſity there ſhould be a double, or mani- 
fold Principality. But the one Principle hath its proper 
Son, Wiſdom, and Word, ſubſiſting from or of him. 
This is very clear. CER | 
7. Baſil defends the Unity (a) of God after the 


ſame manner. There are not two Gods, nor two 


Fathers. He that introduces two Principles, preaches 
up two Gods. Gregory (b) Nazianzen elegantly calls 
the Father the Union, becauſe (which Petauius well 
obſerves) the Production, the Proceſſion of one Perſon 
from another, or the Unity of Principle is the Cauſe 
of the Unity in the Trinity. 'The three, ſays he, have 
one Nature, that of God. The Father is the Union, 
or Unity, of whom, and to whom thoſe that follow, 


are refer'd. Again, (c) 'The One God, as I think, - 


would be preſerv'd, if the Son and Holy Spirit are re- 
fer d to one Cauſe, without compoſition or confuſion. 


Cæſarius ſays, that Moſes wrote, (d) The Lord thy God 


i one Lord; that he might exalt us to the Unity of 
Principle, and Knowledge of God. Which one Prin- 
ciple is the Father, from whom the Son and Holy 
Spirit proceed. Damaſcene ſays, (e) Neither do we 
affirm, that there are three Gods, Father, Son, and 
Holy Spirit; but rather one God, the Sacred Trinity, 


the Son and Spirit being brought back to the one 


Principle, not mix'd, or confounded, as Sabellius taught. 
Where it is plain, Damaſcene hath made uſe of Gregory 
Nuxianxen's Expreſſion, Of the Latins I'll only give 
you an Author or two. Hilary () ſays: The Father 
does not therefore ceaſe to be the One God, becauſe 
the Son is God. For he is God of God, One of One; 


(a) Orat. 27. contra Sabellianos. (b) Orat. 32. p. 520. 
(c) Orat. 1 5 
de Orthod. fide, c. 2. (F) In 4 Lib. de Trin. p.37. 


| who 
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who is therefore the One God, becauſe God of him- 
ſelf; on the other hand, the Son is not leſs God, be- 


f cauſe the Father is the One God. For he is the only 
F begotten Son of God, not unbegotren ſo as to take 
7 from the Father his being the One God; nor yet him- 
3 ſelf being any thing elſe but God, becauſe begotten of 
J him. Thus Fulgentius (a) alſo anſwers an Arian Ob- 
2 jection: In two unbegotten there is a different Divi- 


nity, but in one begotten of one unbegotten is plainly 
a natural Unity. 5 1 
2 8. Now concerning this Method of the Antient Ca- 
tholicks, by which they prove the Unity of God, 
| there are two things eſpecially obſervable. Firſt, that 
I the Arians alſo did in Words embrace it, For the 
1 Biſhops of the Arian Faction in the Council of Sirmium, 
when in the beginning of their Creed they had pro- 
feſſed to believe with the Nicene Fathers, that the Son 
of God was God of God, Light of Light, at the end 
they define thus: If any one ſay that the Son is unbe- 
gotten, without Beginning or Principle, as ſaying, that 
there are two without Beginning or Principle, two un- 
begotten, and as making two Gods, let him be Anathema. 
For the Son is the Head and Principle of all things; 
but God is the Head of Chriſt. For thus we piouſly 
reduce all things thro the Son to the one Principle of 
all things without beginning. But theſe Words, it is 
certain, were not ſincerely, but after their Sophiſtical 
manner ſpoke by them. For the Arians believ'd, that 
the Son of God was produced of God the Father, as 
of a Principle, in a created way, as all other thingsare; 
and made this only difference between the Son of God, 
and the other Creatures; that the Son was firſt and 
immediately produced out of nothing by the Father; 
and then all other things by the Son. 'This the Sir- 
mians plainly ſignify in theſe Words: We piouſly refer 
all things to the One Principle by the Son. Here they 
ſufficiently ſhew that they equally refer the Son and 
(a) In Lib. cont. Obj. Arian, Obj. 5. (b) Socrates, Lib. 2. Ch. 
36009 . 
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all other things to the Father as a Principle ; the Son 


indeed immediately; and the other things by the Son. 
But it is vain and very ridiculous for any one to at- 
tempt to prove that the Father and Son are one God, 


becauſe the one exiſts from the other as his Principle, 


unleſs by Principle he means a Conſubſtantial Principle. 
For unleſs this be ſuppoſed, it will alſo follow (which 
is very abſurd) that every created thing is one God 
with the Father; for every Creature hath in ſome ſort 
his Original from God the Father, as from a Principle. 
A notable God of God the Arians have, who is no 
otherwiſe of God than by way of Creation, as all o- 
ther created things are! You'll ſay, that theſe things 
don't affe& the Semi-Arians however, who determine 
that the Son of God is produced of God the Father, 
not of Nothing ; and yet abſolutely deny that he was 
begotten of the Subſtance of the Father. I own there 
were ſuch Men formerly, and I have explain'd their 
Sentiment above: But. I always thought them very 
weak Creatures. For, (a) as before the Creation there 
was no medium between the Subſtance of God and No- 
thing, ſo there could be no middle Production between 


a Production of the Subſtance of God, and a Produc- 


tion of Nothing. 'The Semi-Arian therefore, and the 
Semi-God, and the Semi-Creature, are equally Monſters, 
and Prodigies, truly to be dreaded by all pious and 


found Minds. The Son of God muſt either be true 
God, or a mere Creature. It is an Axiom of Eternal 


Truth, that there is nothing between God and Crea- 


ture, unmade and made. Therefore the Catholick 
Fathers had a much better right roufe this Argument, 
as all of them unanimouſly aſſerting the Son's Conſub- 


ſtantiality. 


9. The other thing, which I propoſe to the Reader's 


Obſervarion, is, That this Reaſoning taken from the 


Unity of Principle, tho the Principle be ſuppoſed Con- 
ſubſtantial, is not, univerſally and abſolutely conſider'd, 


(a) Sek 2. Ch. 9. n. 11. 
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fit and accommodate, to clear up and prove the Unity 
of the Father and Son. For it hath, as Petavius hath 
rightly caution'd, a general Power of concluding in all 
things, eſpecially Vital and Animal, in which we ſee 
this Generation, properly ſpeaking. But theſe, tho 


of the ſame Nature with their Principle, make many 


ſeparate and diſtin& Individuals. 'Therefore I pur- 


poſely added in the Theſis, that the Father is the 


Principle of the Son and Holy Spirit, and that both 


of them are propagated from him by an interior Pro- 


duction, not an external one. Hence it comes to paſs, 
that they are not only of the Father, but in him, and 


the Father in them, and that there can't be one Per- 
ſon ſeparate from another in the Holy Trinity, as three 


humane Perſons, or three other Subjects of the ſame 
Species are ſeparate. Thoſe that think ſo of the Divine 
Perſons, well deſerve to be called Tritheiſts, of whom 
Hieronymus Zanchius (a) learnedly writes thus: This is 
their Comment, who have alſo dream'd, that the Son 
is ſo born of the Father, as to be without or extrinſic of 
his Eſſence, as our Children are. For they can't per- 


ceive, how any thing can be born of any thing, and 


be his Son, and yet remain in him, of whom he is born. 
This is ſo, becauſe they believe all Generation is ex- 
terior, not any interior. I ſay the ſame concerning 
the Proceſſion of the Holy Spirit from the Father and 

the Son. Now they have come to theſe Concluſions, 
becauſe contemplating the Divine Eſſence in their finite 
Mind, they cou'd not raiſe to themſelves any other 
than a finite Idea; nor cou'd otherwiſe diſtinguiſh 
the Perſons from one another, than by ſeparating the 
Eſſence of one from the Eſſence of another. When the Sa- 
bellians objected this ſame Error to the Catholicks, 
who ſaid that the Son did as well ſubſiſt by himſelf as 
the Father, the Eaſtern Biſhops aſſembled at Antioch 
A. D. 345. in their Confeſſion of Faith called Macro- 
ftichus, did no leſs Catholickly than Elegantly anſwer 


1⸗ De tribus Elohim, Lib. 5. C. 1. n. 2. 
81 thus: 
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thus: (I venture to ſay ſo, tho not a few of thoſe 


Biſhops were found in the Intereſt of Arianiſm, and 


the Word Conſubflantialis omitted in the Confeſſion.) 
(a) But though we ſay that the Son exiſts by himſelf, 
lives and ſubſiſts as the Father doth, we don't there- 
fore ſeparate him from the Father, conceiving in a bo- 
dily manner, certain places and intervals, by which 
they are joined. For we believe, that they are joined 
without any Medium, or Interſtice, and that they ſub- 


fiſt inſeparably from one another; The whole Father 


having the Son in his Boſom, the Whole Son depen- 
dent upon, and coherent to the Father, and only al- 


ways reſting in his Boſom. It would be ſtrange, that 


the Arians at that Council ſubſcribed theſe Words, if 
there were not alſo other things in that Creed, dia- 


metrically oppoſite to Arianiſm, which they alſo con- 
firmed by their Subſcription. Such is that eſpecially, 


that the Son of God is true and perfect God by Na- 
ture: But thoſe dark Fellows were ready to approve 
any Creed, which had not the Homoouſion; tho it 
had other Terms in it, altogether of the ſame import. 
Jo return, the Father and Son then are ſo one, that 
the Son is in the Father, and the Father in the Son: 
neither can the one be ſeparated from the other. This 
manner of Union the Greeks call ee ινοα The Latins 
(the School-men I mean,) Circuminceſſio or Circumin=- 
ſeſſio. Genebrard (b) among others thus explains the 
Word: Hesse and Circuminceſſio may be ſaid to 
be that Union, by which one thing exiſts in another, 
not only by a Participation of Nature, but alſo by a 


full and intimate Preſence. This kind of exiſting in, 


if I may ſo ſay, our Divines call Circuminceſſion, be- 
cauſe by it ſome things are very much diſtinguiſh'd 
from one another without ſeparation ; are in, and as 
it were penetrate one another, without confuſion. 


* (a) Socrates, Lib. 2. Chap. 19. pag.8z. (b) Lib. 2. de 
Tin. he 
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10. I will now ſhew, that the Antients generally 
acknowledg'd ſuch an Union as this in the Divine Per- 
ſons, and firft I ſhall begin with the the Ante-Niceze 
Doctors. Now here I would defire my Reader to re- 
cur to that Treaſure of "Teſtimonies produc'd in the 
former Sections. There he will find places cited from 
the reſpective Fathers, which teach either, that the 
Son of God ſubſiſts in God, or remains in the Boſom 


of God, or that the Word is implanted in his Heart; 


and in like manner, that the Father is in the Son, all 
which Expreſſions plainly ſignify the Union, of which 
we treat. But this Notion is ſo clearly expreſſed in 


almoſt all the Writings of the Antients, and ſo repug- 


nant to the Arian Hypotheſis, that I have often won- 
der'd, that wiſe and well-read Men in the Antiquities - 
of the Church, could ſeriouſly accuſe thoſe Writers 
of Arianiſm. Indeed they might with much greater 
probability have charg'd them with Sabellianiſm, tho 
that Calumny alſo is eaſily to be repelled, as I have elſe- 
where ſhewn. To the ſame Purpoſe is that, which 
the ſame Antients with one Voice profeſs, that the 
Son 1s begotten of the Father without any Se&ion or 
Diviſion, and ſo brought forth of the Father, as not 
to be ſeparated from him. Thus Juſtin, Tatian, Theo- 

philus Antiochenus, Tertullian, Novatian, yea all of them. 
Hence Tertullian: (a) This is the Preſerver of Unity, 
by which we ſay (namely all the Catholicks in the Ar- 
ticle of the 'Trinity) that the Son was brought forth 
of the Father, not ſeparated from him. What can be 
more clear than that place of Athenagoras, cited before? 
(b) There the very learned Writer, after he had ſaid, 
that the Father and Son were one, declaresthe manner 
of their Union thus: The Father being in the Son, and 
the Son in the Father by the Unity and Power of the 


Spirit. Parallel to this, is Clement of Alexandria in the 


ſame Section (c). Tertullian as plainly and ſuccinctly 
expreſſes the ſame, (d) where he ſays that the Holy 


(a) Adv. Prax. Ch. 8. ( Sect. 2. Ch. Ao n. 8. (e) Ch. 6. n. 4 · 


Trinity 
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Trinity is one Subſtance in three Coherents ; not then 
diverſe Subſtances in three mutually ſeparate. (a) The 
| ſame Tertullian ſays, The Connexion of the Father in 
the Son, and the Son in the Paraclete, make three Co- 
herents, which three are one Thing, not one Perſon. 


Again, (b) The Trinity paſſing down from the Fa- 


ther thro joint and connected degrees, 1s not repugnant 
to the Monarchy. Laſtly, He ſays, that (c) in the 
Trinity there is Number without Diviſion. That is 
alſo a very clear Paſſage of Origen, which we cized before, 
(d) where he profeſſedly oppoſes their Error, who cut 
the Divine Nature into Parts, and as much as lies in 
them divide God the Father. For, ſays he, even to 
ſuſpe& ſuch things of an incorporeal Nature, is not 
only the utmoſt Impiety, but the groſſeſt Folly ; nor 
indeed is it agreeable to Reaſon at all, to have an Idea 
of a ſubſtantial or material Diviſion in an incorporeal 
Nature. Now we ſhould rather think, as the Will 


proceeds from the Mirid, and does not take away or 


cut off any part of the Mind, or is ſeparated or divided 


from it, ſo the Father begat the Son. The ſame Origen, 


in that undoubted Piece of his againſt Celſus, often 
teaches, that the Divine Nature and Eſſence is com- 
mon to the Son with the Father, as hath been abun- 
dantly ſhewn above; and yer in the fourth Book of 
the ſame Work, he aſſerts expreſly, that the Nature 
of God is incorruptible, ſimple, uncompounded and 
indiviſible. There alſo he adds, that the Son of God 
ſubſiſts in the Form or Nature of God, and therefore 
hath the ſame Attributes. A little after, he calls the 
Son of God, God the Word in the Father. Surely who- 
ever duly conſiders that remarkable Paſſage of Origen, 
vill find in it, that the two Perſons, Father and Son, ſub- 
Gt undivided in the ſame Eſſence (e). See alſo the fa- 


mous Teſtimony of Dionyfius Rom. to the ſame purpoſe 


(H. There the great Man ſharply cenſures thoſe, who 


(a) Ibid. Ch. 25. + () Ch. 8. (e) Ch. 2. (d) Ch. 9. n. 19. 
divide 


Sett. So (e) Sect. 2% Ch, den. 14. (F Ch. II. n. 1. 
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divide, ſplit, and overturn the Sacred Doctrine of God's 
Church, parting the Principle of Unity into three cer- 
tain Powers, three divided Perſons, three Deities. 
To their Hereſy he quickly after oppoſes the Catho- 
lick Doctrine thus: For it is neceſſary the Word of 

God be united to the God of all, and that the Holy 
3 Spirit abide and dwell in God; and it is abſolutely _ 
- _ neceſſary that the Divine Trinity be gather'd toge- 
> ther, and united into one, as a certain Head, or Sum, 

I ſay, into the Almighty God of all things. Theſe 

Words of Dionyfius greatly confirm the Definition of 

the v, which the learned Bellarmine hath em- 
braced, (a) when he ſays it is that intimate and per- 
fect Inhabitation of one Perſon in another. Laſtly, not 
to be too long upon ſo plain a Caſe, you may find in 
the ſame place, a Paſſage of Dionyſius, in which that 
celebrated Writer cenſures their Ignorance, who know 
not that the Father, as Father, can be alienated from 
the Son; for that it is an eſpecial Term of Connexion: 
and that the Son cannot be removed from the Father; 
for that the 'Term Father denotes Communion : and 
that the Holy Spirit is in the hands of them both, and 
cannot be ſeparated from him that ſent, and him that 
brought him. It is alſo a ſaying of the ſame Perſons, 
(Y that the Indiviſible and Indiminiſh'd Trinity is col- 
lected into Unity. Laſtly, in his Anſwer to the fourth 
Queſt. of Paulus Samoſat. he thus ſpeaks concerning the 
three Perſons of the Trinity: The two Perſons are 
inſeparable, and alſo the Imperſon'd or Subſiſtent Spi- 
rit of the Father, which was in the Son. | 
11. It remains that I ſhew, that the Fathers after 
the Riſe of Arianiſm agreed with thoſe before it. Now 
ſince the Places, which might be alledg'd for this pur» 
poſe, are innumerable, we ſhall only give you a few 
for a Specimen. Alexander of Alexandria in his Epiſtle 
4 to Alexander of Conſtantinople writes thus upon that 
Text of St. John, The only begotten Son who is in 


(a) Lib. z. de Chriſto, cap. p. () See the Annot, upon Chap. 11. 
Von. II. * the 
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the Boſom of the Father : (a) 'The Divine 'Teacher 
purpoſing to ſhew the two things inſeparable from one 
another, the Father and the Son, ſaid that he was in 
the Boſom of the Father. 'The ſame Perſon in the 
ſame Epiſtle ſays afterwards, that the Words of Chriſt, 
T and the Father are One, are a Declaration of his na- 
tural Glory, Pedigree, and Abode with the Father. 


Thus Athanaſius: (b) But as he who ſays the Father 


and Son are two, means one God; ſo he who ſays 
there is one God, means two Perſons, the Father and 
Son being one in Godhead, and that the Word by 
proceeding, or exiſting from him, is not to be parted, 
divided, or ſeparated from the Father. Pſeudo Diony- 
fius Areopagita, as far as divine Things can be ſhadow- 


ed forth by corporeal, hath declared the mutual Ex- 


iſtence of the Divine Perſons in one another by an ex- 
cellent Similitude: (c) 'The abiding of the Perſons, 


which are of one Principle, one in another (if we may 


ſo ſpeak) is united and common, and their Station or 


Place is univerſally united in the greateſt degree; like 


the Lights of Lamps (to uſe a ſenſible and plain Ex- 


ample) which are in one Houſe; they are all mutually 


entire and unmix'd; they have a real exact Diſtin&ion 
one from another, united in Diſtinction and diſtin- 
guiſh'd in Union. For when there are many Lamps 
in one Houſe, we ſee all the Lights united into one, 
and ſending forth one undiſtinguiſh'd Illumination; 


nor cou'd any one, I ſuppoſe, part the Light of one 


Lamp from that of the others out of the Air which 
ſurrounds them all, or ſee one without the others, 
the Light of them being univerſally and mutually mix'd 
together. Now if any one ſhould take one of theſe 
Lamps out of the Houſe, all its own proper Light 
will depart with it, it will not take away with it any 
of the others Light, nor leave any of its own. For, 


as I ſaid before, there was a perfect Union of them all 


(4) E. H. Theodoret. Lib. 1. Ch. 4. pag. 17, 15. (5) Tom. 1, 
p. 1. pag. 624. (e) De Divinis Nominibus, Ch. 2. 
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to all entirely unmix'd, and in no part confounded. 
Theſe things happen really in Bodies, the Air for in- 
ſtance; Light depending upon a material Fire: Yet 
we ſay that ſupereſſential Union is of an higher Na- 
ture than that of Bodies or Souls, or Minds, &c. It 
is very certain, Dionyſius the Aregpagite did not write 
theſe excellent Words: but it is alſo certain, that the 
Author was very antient. The very Learned and 
right Reverend Biſhop Pearſon (a) places him not far 
from the beginning of the fourth Century; and I am 
much of his mind. Te | 

12. Baſil explains this Matter well in many Places, 
Epiſtle the 42d (H eſpecially, where he thus diſcourſes 
concerning the three Divine Perſons: We are not by 
any means to think of Section or Diviſion, ſo as to con- 
ceive the Son without the Father, or divide the Spirit 
from the Son. But there is in them a certain unſpeak- 
able inconceivable Communion and Diſtinction, neither 
the Diverſity of Perſons diſtracting the Conjunction of 
Nature, nor the Community of Eſſence confounding 
the Property of their Diſtin&ion. Baſil hath more 
worthy your reading, which follows in the ſame Place. 
Cyril of Alexandria (c) ſays the Father is the Son's natu- 
ral place. Euthymins does indeed briefly, yet accurate= 
ly explain (d) the whole Notion of the Circuminceſfion 
in theſe Words: We fay theſe Perſons are in one an- 
other, becauſe of their mutual containing and infer- 
ring one another; becauſe they are infinite and 
immenſe, and becauſe the Godhead of them all is one. 
Damaſcene in more places than one diſcourſes upon this 
Point, and explains it well. (e) Thus, after he had ſaid, 
that Subjects in a created Nature are not one in anos. 
ther, but exiſt ſeparately, and that we therefore ſay 
two, or three, or many Men; he ſhews that the man- 
ner, in Which the Perſons of the Holy Trinity exiſt, 


(a) Vind. Ignat. pag. I. Ch. 10. (5) Tom. 3. pag. 97. (e) In 


ſeptimo Lib. Theſaur. (d) Part 1. Tit. 2. Panoplia, dogm. 


Orthod, Fidei, (e) In Lib. 1. de Orthod, Fide, Ch. i 1. 
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is different: For we can't aſſign any lecal Diſtance, 


when we ſpeakof the unlimited Deity, as we can with 


reſpect to ourſelves. For the Perſons are in one an- 
other, not ſo as to be confounded, but contain'd ac- 
cording to the Word of the Lord, 1 in the Father, and 
the Father in me. And a little after he ſays, The Deity, 
in a word, is indiviſible in parts, and like the one mix- 


ture and conjunction of Light in three Suns, contiguous 
and without interval. Where he almoſt uſes the ſame 


Similitude, that the Pſeudo-Dionyſius did. (a) Again, 
ſpeaking of the Divine Perſons, he ſays, That they 
cou'd not depart, or be diſtant from one another, that 


they were united and mutually contained one another 


without confuſion; united without confuſion, for they 
are three, tho united; divided without Interval, for 
tho every one ſubſiſted by himſelf, was a perfect Per- 


ſon, and had his own Property, or different Manner of 


Exiſtence; yet they are united in Eſſence, in Phyſical 


Properties, in that they are not diſtant, they cannot 
depart from the Father's Perſon. They are, and are 


called one God. To theſe Teſtimonies of the Greeks, 


I ſhall only add for the Reader's refreſhment the Hymn 


of Hneſius Biſhop of Orene, who flouriſh'd in the begin- 
ning of the 5th Century. I celebrate thee, O Trinity. 
Thou art one and three. Thou art three and one. In 
Conception divided, but thy Diviſion is indiviſible. 
Hymn 3, ſo alſo Hymn 4. | 
13. Of the Latins, Marius (b) Lictorinus thus ſpeaks 


concerning God the Father and the Son : When we 


confeſs each of them God, we only mean one God, 
and both of them that one God; becauſe the Father is 
in the Son, and the Son in the Father. So Ambreſe 
ſays, (c) Both the Father is Lord, and the Son Lord: 
The Lord ſuid to my Lord, but not two Lords, but 


one Lord ; becauſe both the Father is God, and the 


Son God, yet but one God; becauſe the Father is in 


(a) In Lib. 3. Ch. 5. (b) In initio Lib. 2, adv. Arium. 
(c) Lib. 10. in Lucam ad Ch. 20. | 
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the Son, and the Son in the Father. Again, (a) The 
Father and Son have a Diſtinction, as Father and Son, 
but no Separation of Divinity. Again, (b) He thus 
} briefly and neatly expreſſes both the Unity of Princi- 
/ ple and the Cireuminceſſion: He is therefore call'd God 
i the Father, becauſe he is the Fountain, and the Wiſ- 
| dom, becauſe that by which all things were diſpos'd ; 
and the Love, becauſe that by which they will that 
> all things ſhould ſo remain as they are diſpos'd. The 
4 Fountain then, and he that is of it, and he by whom 
3 theſe Two love another, are Three, and theſe Three 
3 are therefore One, becauſe theſe Two are ſo of One, 
| as not to be ſeparate from him : but they are from 
f him, becauſe not of themſelves; and they are in him, 
becauſe not ſeparate; and they are the ſame as he, 
and he the ſame as they, and they not the ſame as he, 
and he not the ſame as they. Here he joins together 
the Unity of Principle, and the Circuminceſſion, ſhew- 
ing that the Son and Holy Spirit are not only from 
1 the Father, but in him, nor can any way be ſeparated 
from him ; and therefore that all the 'Three are one 
God, one and the ſame in Nature and Eſſence, but 
three in Subſiſtence. Hilary (c) ſays, The Father is in 
the Son, and the Son in the Father, by the Unity of 
an inſeparable Nature, not confus'd, but undivided ;. 
not mixt, but common ; not coherent, but exiſtent ; 
not inconſummate, but perfect. For it is a Nativity, 
not a Diviſion; a Son, not an Adoption; a God, not 
a Creation. The Apoſtle holding this Faith of the 
Son abiding in the Father, and the Father in the Son, 
ſays, that there is to him, one God the Father, and 
one Lord Jeſus Chriſt. Where, when Hilary denies 
the Union of the Father and Son to be coherent, he 
only excludes ſuch Coheſion as is ſeen in material 
Things. Otherwiſe the Catholick Doctors have not 
been afraid to ſay, that the Father and the Son are 


(a) Lib. 2. de Fide, cap. 2. (5) De Dignitate conditionis 
humanæ, cap. 11. (c) De Trin. Lib, 8, 
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mutually coherent. Jerome, upon the third Chapter 
of Ezekiel, ſays, The Son is the Place of the Father, 
and the Father of the Son, according to our Lord and 
Saviour, I in the Father, and the Father in me. Laſtly, 
Fulgentius (a) teaches, T hat one Man is with another, 
by whom he 1s greatly belov'd, after another manner 
than the Word is with the Father: For a Man is fo 
with a Man, as that he not only can be from him, but 
alſo when he is with him, cannot be ſubſtantially in 
him. He who is thus with another, is truly without 
him; becauſe when he is with him in the Sincerity of 
Love, he is from lim in Place, how greatly ſoever 
they be join'd in Affection. But the Word is ſo with 
God, as the Word is in the Mind, or Counſel in the 
Heart. For when the Mind hath the Word with it, 
it hath it by thinking; for to talk with one's ſelf, is 
nothing elſe but to think. When therefore the Mind 
thinks, and by Thinking begets the Word within 
itſelf, it begets the Word of its own Subſtance ; and 
ſo begets that Word of itſelf, that even when be- 
gotten, it hath it within itſelf, Nor is the Word 
any thing inferior to the Mind, of which it is born, 
becauſe, as great as the Mind is which begets the 
Word, ſo great is the Word itſelf. For as the Word 
5s born of the whole Mind, ſo when born, it remain'd 
within the whole Mind. And becauſe when the 
Mind thinks, there is no Part of it, in which the 
Word is not, therefore the Word is as great as the 
Mind, of Which! it is; and when it is with it, is in it; 
and, as great as it is, fo great is the Word, becauſe 
it is of the Whole, and in the whole Mind. The 
Word is as great as the Mind and Word together; 
nor is the Word fo born of the Mind, as to be als 
ſever'd from it. 
14. Of the Circuminceſſion of the 0 in the 
ſacred Trinity, we {urther obſerve three T 
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Firſt, When ſome of the Antients (a) attribute this 
Circumineeſſion to the two Natures in Chriſt, which 
they aſſert do penetrate, mutually embrace, or con- 

tain each other, we are to determine that there they 
ſpeak improperly. For ſince the Circuminceſſion is 
properly the Union of thoſe Things, which do mu- 
tually every way penetrate one another, (as the Pre- 
poſition denotes) it is requiſite to it, that neither of 
the Things ſo united be without the other, but that 
whereſoever the one is, there the other ſhould exiſt 
alſo. Now in Chriſt,the Divine Nature does indeed pe- 
netrate the Humane every way, but not ſo the Humane 
the Divine: For that is finite and circumſcrib'd, this 
infinite and immenſe ; upon which account it cannot 
be, that this ſhould be whereſoever that is. But in 
the Trinity the Circuminceſſion is truly proper and 
perfect; for the Perſons mutually contain one another, 
and all Three have an immenſe Place, ſo that wheres» 
ſoever one Perſon is, there are the other two, i. e. 
they are all every where. Whence Tertullian (b) ſays, 
You are to know that God is within the very Abyſs, 
is every where, and that the Son alſo is indiviſible 
from him, is every where with him. Secondly, I 
would obſerve to my Reader, that this Doctrine of 
the Circuminceſſion of the Perſons in the Trinity, is ſo 
far from bringing in Sabellianiſm, that it is very uſeful 
(as Petavius alſo hath obſerv'd) to prove the Diver- 
ſity of the Perſons, and refute that Hereſy. For in 
order to that mutual Exiſtence in one another, which 
we fee in the Father, Son and Holy Spirit, it is ne- 
ceſſary that there be ſome Diſtinction of thoſe that 
are join'd together, that is, that thoſe which exiſt in 
one another, be really, and not in Notion only diffe- 
rent. For that which is ſimply one, is not ſaid to be 
in itſelf, or to penetrate itſelf, This (c) Cyril of Alexan- 


(a) Gregor. Naz. Orat, 51. p. 740. Damaſcen. de Or- 
thod. Fide, Lib. 3, cap. 5. (b) Adv. Prax, cap. 3. (c) Lib. 
Theſaur. 12, | | 2” 
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dria hinted: That by this their appearing to be 

this in that, and that in this, he might ſhew the Iden- 

tity of the Godhead, and the Unity of Eſſence; and 

by their being one-in another, they. might not be con- 
ceived to be one numerical Thing. See alſo the place : 
of Pſeudo-Diomſius, before cited. Laſtly, This is eſpe- 
cially to be conlider'd, that this Circuminceſſion of 
the Divine Perſons is indeed the greateſt Myſtery ; 
which we ought rather religiouſly to adore, than cu- 
riouſly examine. No Similitude, no Words can ever 

be found every way expreſſive of it: It is an Union 
above all other Unions, as the learned Pſeudo Dionyfius 

hath told us. We ſpeak, we think in ſuch Obſcurity, - 

like Children concerning this and other Myſteries! 
Whilſt we are here, we behold our God, as it were in a 
Glaſs, darkly ; but the Time will come, the Eternity 
which far exceeds all Time, in which we ſhall fee him 

Face to Face. The Beatifick Viſion will diſpel all the 
Darkneſs of our Minds; which that he of his divine 
Mercy may grant us, let us always moſt earneſtly 

pray. In the mean time, whilſt we are Travellers 

here, we rather wiſh to know (as the learned Athena- 

goras (a) ſays) than clearly know, what is the Union 
of the Son to the Father, what the Communion of the 
Father with the Son, what the Spirit is, what is the 
Union of them, what their Diſtinction when united, Þþv 
namely, of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. 


eee 


The Concluſion of the whole Work. | 


| E are now, by the Grace of God, arrived, and 

| 1 hope happily, thro' the immenſe Sea of the 

Antients, at our deſigned Port. I think I have per- 

formed what I promiſed in the Beginning; namely, I 
) Athenagor. p. 12, | 
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have ſhewn, by many clear Teſtimonies, that Primi- 
tive Antiquity agrees with the Nicene Fathers in theſe 
four Points: (1.) That the Lord Chriſt exiſted in his 
better Nature before the Bleſſed Virgin Mary, yea 
before the Creation, and that all things were made by 
him. (2.) That he in that very Nature was conſub- 
ſtantial with God the Father, ze. not of any created, 
mutable Eflence ; but altogether of the ſame Nature 
with the Father, and therefore true God. (3.) Which 
is a Conſequence of the former, that he is coeternal 
with God the Father, i. e. a Divine Perſon co-exiſting 

with the Father from Eternity. (4.) Laſtly, That 


this notwithſtanding, he is ſabordinate to God the 


Father, as his Author and Principle. The firſt T 


handled lightly and by way of Stricture, becauſe the 


Arians confeſs it; tho* by this Conceſſion, namely, 
that God the Father made all things out of nothing, 
by the Son, they plainly appear to me to have be- 
trayed their own Cauſe. For I'm of opinion, with 
the more ſound Schoolmen, that a power of producing 


other things out of nothing can't be communicated 
to a Creature made of nothing, ſuch as the Arians 


dreamt that the Son was. Of theſe Schoolmen Eſtius 
ſaith (a), 'That a Creature cannot be advanced, by 
ſupernatural Power, to act as a phyſical Inſtrument in 


the Work of Creation; becauſe it is of the nature of 
ſuch an Inſtrument to act by ſomething of its own Pow- 


er, ſuitably to or in conformity with the acting of the 
principal Cauſe. For which reaſon the Divine Power 
cannot give to a Creature the Power to create, as a 
phyſical Inſtrument, without deſtroying the proper 


Nature of its phyſical Efficiency or. Inſtrumentality. 


The Foundation of this Argument he had before ex- 
plainedin the ſame Place : Nothing can be the Cauſe of 
Creating, but what hath an infinite Power. For by how 
much the Form to be produced 1s the more remote 
from Power, ſo much the greater Power is required 


(a) In lib, 2, Diſtindt. 1. Sex. 4. Vide etiam Athanaſium. 
* 5 e £, x in 
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in the Agent; therefore an infinite Power is required 
to produce a Form out of no Power, which is done 


in Creation. Now it is impoſſible this ſhould be 
communicated to any Creature. Hence, namely from 
the Work of the Creation, common to the Son with 
the Father, the antient, yea the Ante-Nicene Catho- 


licks concluded the Divinity of them both com- 


mon. Origen himſelf expreſly teaches, that nothing 
but the Word of God, that is, nothing but very 


God could perfe& the Creation of all things (a). 


For upon that place of Geneſis, Let us make Man, &c. 
and upon that of the Pſalmiſt, He ſpoke, and they were 
made, he thus diſcourſes in the ſame Place : For if 
God commanded, and the Creatures were made, who, 
according to the Prophet, ſhould be the Executor 
of ſo great a Command of the Father, but he, if 


J may fo ſpeak, who is his animated Word and Truth? 


Nay, the moſt antient Fathers generally ſharply re- 
proved the Gnoſtic for teaching, that this World was 
made by Angels, and Powers different from and infe- 
riour to God. The Places of Trenzus (b) above cited 
are eſpecially clear in this Point: The only one God 
the Creator is he, who is above all Principality, Do- 


minion, and Power; this Father, this God, this Cre- 


ator, and Maker, he made theſe things by himſelf, 
7. e. by his Word and Wiſdom he made the Heaven, 


the Earth, the Sea, and all that is in them. Again (c), 


'Therefore the Angels did not make or form us, nor 


could the Angels make the Image of God, nor any 


one, no Power diſtant from the Father of all things, 
but the Word of che Lord. For God did not ſtand 
in need of rhem to make what he had determined 
with himſelf to have made, as tho? he had not Hands 
of his own. For his Word and Wiſdom are always 
with him, the Son and Spirit, by whom, and in whom 
he freely made all things, to whom he ſpeaks alſo, 


(a) SeRt. 2. chap. 9. n. 5. (b) Sec. 2. Chap. 5. n. J. Iren. 
Lib. 2. ch. 55 P. 214. (c) Lib. 4. Ch. 37. p. 369. ä 


faying, 


P 


ſaying, Let us make Man after our own Image and Si- 
militude; taking from himſelf the Subſtance of the 
Creatures, the Copy of the Things made, and the 
Figure of the Ornaments in the World. In which 


Places, {renzus clearly teaches, That God the Father 


neither made, nor had occaſion to make, nor cou'd 
make the World by any thing extrinſic of himſelf ; 


and at the ſame time as plainly reaches, that he crea- 


ted all things by the Son and Holy Spirit. 

J have very largely demonſtrated the ſecond Point, 
concerning the Conſubſtantiality of the Son, becauſe 
the Controverly maniteſtly depends upon it. If in this 


particular, Primitive Antiquity appear on our fide, - - 


the Cauſe will ſoon be determin'd in all the other Parts 
of it with the Arians. For this being granted, that 
the Son is of the ſame Nature and Eſſence with the 
Father, the whole Frame and Structure of their Hereſy 
is overturn'd. But they can't name one Ante - Nicene 
Doctor who hath not confeſſed the Conſubſtantiality. 
As for the third Point, I have evidently ſhewn, that 


the greateſt and better part of the Primitive Fathers, | 


have clearly and plainly profeſs'd to believe the Son's 

Eternity; and that the other Doctors of the Church, 
Who attributed to the Son a Generation from ſome 
Beginning, tho they differed from the other in Words, 
agreed with them in Senſe. Laſtly, I have clearly 
prov'd, that the Aute-Nicene Fathers did not define 


any other Subordination of the Son to the Father, than 


the Catholicks acknowledg'd, who wrote after, and 
againſt Arius; and that their harſher Expreſſions do 
not only admit, but require a Catholick Senfe. From 
all this it is manifeſt, that Petavius was too liberal, in 
allowing to the Arians the Suffrages of the Ante-Nicene 
Fathers; and, that Sandius and others, Who relying 
upon the Authority of that Jeſuit, boldly affirm'd, 
that all the Doctors of the firſt Ages were of Arius's S 
Opinion, are miſtaken. * 

The Opinion of the Catholick Fathers, who en- 
paged. che Arians in former Days, was 9 
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from this. They were ſo far from being afraid of | 


the Primitive Doctors, that they willingly appealed 
to them. Athanaſius (a) after he had cited the Teſti- 
monies of ſome Antients in defence of the Nicene Creed, 
thus ſpeaks to the Arians: Behold we ſhew, that 
the Notion has paſſed from Fathers to Fathers ; but you 
Novel Jews, and Diſciples of Caiaphas, what Fathers 
can ye produce for your Forms? You cannot name us 
one Wiſe or prudent Man. All abhor you but the 
Devil: He only was to you the Author of ſuch an 
Apoſtaly. Athanaſius had ſeen Pieces of the Antients, 
which to the great detriment of the Church are now 
| Joſt : But of all he had read, he boldly aſſerts, and 
that, not in a Sermon to the People, but in a written 
Diſputation againſt the Arians, that the Hereticks cou'd 
not produce one approved Author, who defended 
their Blaſphemies. And indeed, we have ſufficiently 
prov'd in this Work, that there was not one of the 
Antient Catholick Fathers, whoſe Divine Writings 
Providence has ſecur'd from the Shipwreck, to us 
their late Poſterity, who was not of the Side of the 
Nicene Biſhops. Nay, the very Arians themſelves, tho 
they pretended to the ignorant Populace, that they 
held the Faith deliver by the Fathers, and gave ſome 
Colour to their Hereſy, from certain Sayings of ſome 
Fathers not rightly underſtood (as we have ſhewn be- 
fore) yer, when preſs'd in Diſputation, abſolutely de- 
clin'd the Judgment and Authority of the Antients. 
The Story of nnius in Socrates, () which we hinted 
before, is a noted one. The Emperor Theodoſius 
having ſent for the Biſhop Neftarius, ſeriouſly diſ- 
courſed with him, about ſome Method of freeing the 


(a) Vol. 1. Tom. 1. p.233. (6) Socrat. H. E. Lib. 5. Ch. 10. 
* See alſo the Story of Aceſius in the ſame Socrates, p. 32. His 


- Anſever to Conſtantine, when add whether he wwou'd ſubſcribe the | 


Nene Creed, was this: The Synod, O King, has defined nothing new : 
1 have read this Definition of Faith as what was antient Tra- 
dition, even from the Beginning, the very Times of the Apoſtles. 


Chriſtian 


* 
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Chriſtian Religion from Differences, and reſtoring the 


Unity of the Church. He ſaid the Controverſy which 
divided the Churches ought to be diſcuſſed; that thus 


the Occaſions of Diſcord being taken away, Peace 


might be recalled. Upon hearing this, Nectarius was 
anxious and ſollicitous. He ſent for Agellius, then a 
Novatian Biſhop, but one who agreed with him in the 
Faith, and open'd to him the Emperor's Purpoſe: Agel- 
lius, otherwiſe a Pious and Religious Man, but not 
able to engage in a cloſe Diſpute, choſe Siſinnius his 


Reader, to undertake that Province. But Sinnius, an 


Eloquent and a Prudent Man, one, who beſides his 


knowledge of the Holy Writ underſtood the Greek Phi- 


loſophy excellently, well-knowing that Hereſy was ra- 
ther inflamed than Diviſions healed by ſuch Diſputa- 
tions, gave Nectarius this Advice: Since he was aſſur d 


that the Antients had been very cautious of attributing 


to the Son any Beginning of Exiſtence, as thinking 


him Co- eternal with the Father, he perſuades him to 


wave Logical Branglings, to bring 1n Evidence the Ex- 
poſitions of the Fathers, and to put the Emperor upon 
asking the Leaders of the reſpective Sects, whether 
they thought regard was to be had to the Antient Do- 
tors who taught before the Diviſion in the Church, or 
whether they rejected them as Aliens to the Chriſtian 


Religion. If they re ject them, you may then venture 


to anathematize them. Now if they preſume to do 


that, they will be thruſt out by the People; and thus 
- the Truth will plainly appear victorious. But if they 
ſhall not reje& the Antient Doctors, it will be our 


buſineſs to produce their Books. © Socrates proceeds to 
inform us, that Nefarius communicated this Advice 
to the Emperor, who eagerly embrac'd it, and upon 
the Experiment, obſerves, that the Hereticks depended 
upon Logical Diſputation, not the Expoſition of the 


Antients: for they all refuſed to abide by the Judg- 


ment of the Fathers. Sozoxen (c) gives us the ſame 


(e) Pag. 583. Lib. 7. Ch. 12. wat 
| Story, 
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Story. To which we may add, what Alexander of 

Alexandria witneſſeth, (d) That the firſt Champions of 
Arianiſm deſpis'd the Antient Doctors, and like the 
preſent Fanaticks and Enthufraſls, impudently boaſted, 
that they themſelves were taught by Inſpiration. For 
thus he writes in his Epiſtle ro Alexander of Conſtanti- 
nople- They will not have any of the Antients compar'd 
with them; they cannot bear to be ſer upon a Level 
with our Maſters from our Childhood ; nor do they 
think that any of our Collegues in the Miniſtry have 
attain'd even a ſmall ſhare of Wiſdom. They fay, 
that they alone are wiſe, fmortify'd toWorldly-things: 


The Inventors of Doctrines, and that that is reveal'd 


to them alone, which never enter'd into the Thoughts 
of any other Perſon under the Sun. In theſe Words 


Alexander ſignifies, that the Arian Notion is not only 


contrary to the Doctrine of the Antients, but alſo to 
that of his immediate Predeceſſors, and of all the Bi- 
ſhops, who 1 the Church at that time, when 
Arins firſt raiſed the unhappy Controverſy. 
But you'll ſay, if the Opinion of Arius was fo 
Heterodox, how came it fo greatly to prevail in a 
ſhort time after its riſe, that almoſt the whole Chri- 
ſtian World became Arian, as Jerom complain'd? I an- 
ſwer, that if by [becoming Arian] be underſtood em- 
bracing the genuine Tenets of Arius, with Jerem's 
leave it 1s not true, that the greateſt part of Chriſtians 
was Arian. In the days of Conſtantius indeed, and 
ſome time after, very many came over to the Arians; 
but few, comparatively ſpeaking, to Arianiſm. Thoſe 
deceitful Mortals concealed their impious Doctrines, 
and profeſſed their Faith in Words, which exhibited 


the antient Catholick Sentiment ; unleſs when they 


(d) Theod. Eccl. H. Lib. 1. Ch. 4. p.16. 

J Arne, no Rendring, ner Criticiſm I can meet with, pleaſes me. 
Peer, is neither true in fact, nor ſeems ary way ſignificative here. 
The Arians Were Pocverful, Popular and Intriguing; but if they had 
net been ſo, they cvere unlikely to boaſt of their Poverty, in delivering 
their Opinion about an Article of Faith, 


found 
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Found an Audience fit for their Purpoſe : whence 


it came to paſs, that theſe were almoſt every-where - 


taken for, and acknowledg'd as Catholicks, even by 
thoſe, who heartily deteſted their Tenets. By this 
Fraud they got into the Favour, of not only the 
Chriſtian People, but many over-credulous Biſhops. 
Read the Arian Creeds copy d by Athanaſius and others, 
for the moſt part expreſſed in ſuch Catholick Terins, 
that you wou d ſcarce believe their Compilers were of 
another Strain. They ſay Chriſt is God, true God, 
nay true and perfect God by nature; That he is'a 
Creature, they hold to be an abominable Aſſertion, 
and profeſs he exiſted before all Ages. What Catho- 
lick Expreſſion do they not uſe, except the Homoonfron 
or Conſubſantial ? Hence Hilary, who lived in this 
Reign of Anti-Chriſtianiſm, congratulared the Truth, 
that the Chriſtian People remain'd Catholick under 
the Arian Biſhops, with whom they communicated. 
The innocent People received with all reverence ſuch 
Biſhops as Conſtantius ſet over them, not knowing the 
impious Tenets they held; they admitted the Hereticks, 
but never embrac'd their Hereſy, as not underſtanding 
they were guilty of it. The Words of (e) Hilary are 
worthy the recital. Now I think Anti Chriſt ſhould 
have been introduc'd and believ'd on by theſe Wretches 
with leſs Perfidiouſneſs. They give Chriſt the Name 
of God, beauſe this Name is given to Men. They 
' confeſs, that he is truly the Son of God, becauſe by 
the Sacrament of Baptiſm every one is truly made fo. 
'They own him to be before Times and Ages, in ſuch 
a Senſe, as is not to be deny'd of Angels and the Devil. 


Thus our Lord Chriſt hath only ſuch Attributes given 


him as are proper to Angels, or to us: But what is 
lawfully and truly due to Chriſt God is deny'd, name- 
ly, that he is true God, i. e. that his Divinity is the 
ſame as the Father's. And even to thisday the growth 
of this Impiety is promoted by Fraud, in ſo much that 
the Chriſtian People don't fall away under their Anti- 


(e) Lib. contra Arian, &Auxent, p. 215. 
| _ Chriſtian 
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Chriſtian Prieſts, whilſt they believe that to be theFaith, 
which is only the Form. They hear that Chriſt is- 
God, and they think it ſincerely ſpoken ; they hear 
he is the Son of God, and they think, that the Truth 
or real Eſſence of God is in the Nativity or Birth of 
God. They hear that he is before Times, and they 
think before Times, and Always, to be the ſame. The 
Ears of the People are more Holy than the Hearts of 
the Prieſts. Thus Hilary excellently ſpeaks : But (f) 
Alexander of Alexandria, in his Letter to his Nameſake 
of Conſtantinople, teſtifies, that Arius and his firſt Diſ- 
ciples, after they had been condemn'd in a certain 
Synod at Alexandria, held before that of Nice, by diſ- 


ſimulation obtain'd commendatory Letters to other Bi- 


ſhops, which they frequently made uſe of to confirm 
thoſe poor Creatures in Error, whom they had deceiv'd. 
'They have endeavour'd, ſays he, making Excurſions 


againſt us, to paſs over to our Collegues of the ſame 


Opinion with us, pretending a deſire of Peace and U- 
nity, but really attempting by fair Speeches to infe& 
ſome of them; deſiring fulſome Letters of them, that 
by reading them to thoſe they have deceiv'd, they may 
harden them in Impiety, and render them impenitent 
in their Errors, as having the Suffrage and Sentiment 


of Biſhops with them. They don't confeſs to them 
their wicked Life and Doctrine, for which we caſt 


them out; but either ſay nothing of theſe Matters, or 


gloſſing them with forg'd Words and Letters, they de- 


ceive. They catch him that is expoſed to Error, by 


gilding over their pernicious Doctrine with plauſible 
and cunning Speeches, not forbearing to calumniate 


our pious Principle to all Men. Whence it is, that 
{ome have ſubſcribed their Letters, and received them 


into the Church. If any of the Arians queſtion the 


Credit of this good Man Alexander, let him hear two 
of the moſt noted of his own Party, Euſebius of Nico- 
media, and Theognis. They in their Penitentiary Libel! 


write, that they had indeed ſubſcribed the Nicene 


(F) Theod, E. H. Lib. 1. Ch. 4. p. 10. | 
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Creed (a), but refusꝰd the Anathematiſm; and immediately 
ſubjoin their Reaſon for it in theſe Words: Not as 
cenſuring the Creed, but as not believing that the 
Perſon accuſed was ſuch an one [as repreſented | being 
fully aſſured that he was not, both by Letters particu- 


larly wrote to us by him, and alſo by perſonal Diſ- 
courſe with him. What Valeſius has obſerv'd is wor- 


thy Notice, (J) namely, that this Euſebius of Nico- 


media held conſtant Communion with the Church of 
Rome ti ll his Death. Whence one of theſe things fol- 
lows: either, that Euſebius was not really an Arian, 


but had believ'd their Profeſſions, and made one of 


their Party thro too much Credulity; or, that tho he 
was an Arian, he deceiv'd the Church of Rome by the 


| ſame Arts, which the other Ariaus uſed. Any one 


will rather think the latter true, who ſhall attentive- 
ly read (c) the Letter of Arius to this Euſebius, and 
that of this Euſebius to Paulinus at Tyre. Who is not 


ſhock'd with the Account Socrates gives of (d) Arius 


from the Authentick Letters of Conſtantine? The Em- 


peror willing to make an Experiment upon Arius, ſent 


for him to the Palace, and ask'd him, whether he a- 
greed to the Definitions of the Nicene Council. He 


readily, and without delay, ſubſcribed in a Sophiſti- 


cal manner the Definitions of Faith before them. 'The 
Emperor amazed, gave him his Oath. By the ſame 
Arts he took this alſo, The Fraud of his Subſcription, 
as I have heard, was this; Arius, ſays my Author, hav 
ing wrote his own Opinion in a Paper, carry'd it un- 
der his Arm, and ſwore, that he really believed as he 


had wrote. That this was ſo, I write from Fame, 


but that he ſwore to what he had ſubſcribed, I have 
read in the Emperor's Epiſtles. No Man ſure can 
wonder, that the remarkable Divine Vengeance re- 
corded by Socrates in the ſame Place, ſhould follow up- 


(a) Socrates, Lib. 1. Ch. 14. p. 36. (5) Vide Valeſii notas, p. 45. | 


(c) Theod. E. H. p. 20. Lib. 1. Ch. 5, and 6, (d) Socrates, E. H. 
Lib. 1. Ch. 38. p. 61. 0 


Vol. II. G on 


— — — i or Ire Ye _ — 


98 4 DEFENCE of 


on ſo deteſtable a Perjury. Other Eccleſiaſtical Wri- 
ters tell the ſame Story, tho with different Circum- 
ſtances. _ ; 

Athanaſius, in his Book of the Synods of Rimine and 
Seleucia, witneſſeth, that George the Biſhop of Laodicen 
was the firſt who periuaded the Arians to diſguiſe 
their Impiety in Catholick Expreſſions. (a) For he re- 
ports of George, that he wrote to the Arians, Why do 


you blame Pepe Alexander for ſaying the Son is of the 


Father? Fear not your ſelves to ſay, that the Son is 
of God. For it the Apoſtle wrote, that all things are 
of God, and it is manifeſt that all things were made 
of nothing, and the Son is a Creature, and one of thoſe 
things which were made, the Son alſo may be ſaid to 
be ſo of God, as all things are of God. The Arians 


then learn'd of him feignedly to pronouncs the Words 


zs of God, to uſe them in a bad Senſe. | 
But the Arians ſeem to have their moſt ſpecious pre- 
rence from the Word Homoonſion, eſtabliſn'd by the 
Nicene Fathers. For the Sophiſts complain'd, that they 
were condemn'd by the Nicene Fathers for re jecting one 
little Word, no where found in the Scriptures, and of 


dangerous meaning, whereas otherwiſe: they in no- 


thing receded from the Antient Catholick Faith, Ma- 
ny believing this Profeſſion of theirs, not only of the 


People, but alſo of the Catholick Biſhops, freely gave 
them the right-hand of Chriſtian Fellowſhip and Com- 


munion; not aware of the Arian Perfidy, abhor'd thoſe 
Catholick Biſhops, who cloſely adhered to the Homo- 
ouſion, as contentious Men, given to Diſputations a- 


bout Words, Diſturbers of the Church's Peace for 


'Trifles, nay Hereticks, who under that Word conceal*d 
an Heterodox Sentiment. Now as many as rejected 
the Word Homoorfion upon any Score, tho they from 
their Heart acknowledged the Catholick Meaning of 
the Word, which the Nicene Fathers intended, theſe, 
who were very many, were generally accounted Arians. 


(a) Vol. 2. Tom. 1. Pag. 731, * Biſhop of Alexandria, | 
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For this Cauſe chiefly, Euſebius of Cæſarea was, I ſup- 
poſe, call'd an Arian; namely becauſe, tho he never 
abſolutely diſlik'd the Homoouſion, yea always approv'd 
it in the Senſe of the Nicene Fathers, he openly oppos'd 
Euſtathius and other celebrated Catholicks, who, as he 
thought, uſed it in a Senſe too favourable to Sabellia- 
niſm (a). What ſay you to T heodoret alſo, (b) who teſti- 
fies, that the Emperor Conſtantius, a moſt bitter Enemy 
to the Defenders of the Homocuſion, was really always 
a Catholick? For tho being deceiv'd by his Managers, 
he did not admit the Word Homoorſion, he ſincerely 
acknowledg'd the Senſe of it: For he called the Word 
God, the genuine Son begotten of the Father before 
Ages, and plainly condemn'd thoſe who preſum d to 
ſay that he was a Creature. This Teſtimony of Theo- 
duoret is greatly confirm'd by the Encomium Gregory 
(c) Nazianzen gives of Conſtantius, amongſt other 
Names calling him the moſt Divine Prince, and a very 
great Lover of Chriſt. "Theſe Praiſes. Naziunzen never 
wou'd have heap'd upon Conſtantius, as a Catholick in- 
deed, and a profeſſed Enemy of the Arians, if he had im- 
bib'd their Hereſy. To this we may add, that the Arian 
Confeſſions publiſh'd in their Conventicles aſſembled 
under Conſtantius, did moſt of them profeſs the ſame 
Faith in Words, as the Nicene Council decreed, except 
only the Homoonſion. For the Sophiſts well knew, that 
the Emperor's Pious and Catholick Soul could not bear 
their impious Tenets, it ſimp!y and honeſtly propos'd. 
Thus, he who was the greateſt Patron of the Arzans, 
from his Heart abhor'd the genuine Tenets of Arius ; 


/ and again, he who was the ſevereſt Perſecutor of the 


Catholicks, did always really hold the Catholick Faith 
and Opinion. This fo great a Prodigy appear'd in 
the Chriſtian World, through the Fraud of the A 
rians, never enough to be deteſted by all good Men! 
Elias Cretenſis (d) does in part expoſe this Fraud in 


(a) See the Obſervation out of Socrates, Sect. 2. Ch. 1. n. 8. 
(Y) E. H. Lib. 3. Ch. 3. p. 126. (c) In priori Invectiva adv. 
Julian. p. 63. (4) Comment. in Greg. Nax. p. 813. 
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theſe Words. The Emperor ſeduced by Hereticks gave 
the Impious, Privileges againſt the Pious, and made 
Laws againſt the Orthodox Doctrine. For when the 
Arians craftily and wickedly brought in the Word E- 
quiſubſtantial (ſo Elias renders 54: ) inſtead of 
Conſubſtantial, the Emperor came into their Senti- 


ment, wrote, that Equiſubſtantial was the ſame as 


Conſubſtanrial, and of no detriment at all to Piety. 
This indeed is not Heterodox (for that which is like, 
is not the ſame with that to which it is like, but 
partly equal and partly unequal) if piouſly underſtood; 
namely ſo, as that the Words | without any difference] 
be taken along with that Word. Hence, moreover, the 
Hereticks got free power, and ſo rejeted the Word 
Conſubſtantial. But if I wou'd fully explain all the 
(a) Crafty Arts of the Arians, in propagating their im- 

pious 


(a) Logical Niceties, Equivocal Expreſſions, Occaſional Salvoes and 


Reſerves, Refuſal of Antient Teſtimony, Intrigues with Minifters of 
State, Subornation of Evidence, Inſinuations of ill Pratlices or Incli- 
nations towards the Government, Offers of Preferment, and the moſt in- 


human Force upon the Minds, the Bodies and Properties of their Ad- | 


werſavies; Arts, as our Learned and Good Biſhop ſays, Crafty and Im- 
pious too; but yet ſo generally uſed, as that the' moſt careleſs Readey 
may be left to himſelf to obſerve upon them, thro the whole courſe of 
#he Arian Hiftory. f 

One Artifice more flagrant than the veſt, was an attempt to draw 
off the People from their Zeal for the Doctrine, by repreſenting the Con- 
#roverſy as too minute, and concerning matters that might as well be let 
alone. The Writers of the preſent Age have come up to them, if not ex- 
ceeded them in\this particular: But the Caſe is much miſtaken : For 
#he Doftrine of the Son's Divinity was vigidly inſiſted upon, but ſome 


_ particulars in explaining it, were thought too ſubtle, The Arian ſide 


ave re find charged with theſe Subtleties. Dr. Whitby cites So- 
crates to this purpoſe. There Conſtantine writes, that the Controverſy 
<vas not about a Principal Doctrine, lat concerning very ſmall 
Matters, vain and unneceſſary things, without which there might be U- 
nity in Faith and Opinion, Whoever will look into the Eccleſiaſtical 
Hiſloriams, will find this to be all miſrepreſentation. Any of them «vill 
inform him, that the Doctrine cvas held to be à Principal one, but the 

Explication ſubtle, vain, unneceſſary, dangerous to be attempted by 
weak Men, and perplexing to the Populace. I ſhall only take Notice 

of a feav Mords in Euſebius and Socrates, which the Doctor has not 
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pious Sentiment, the Concluſion of this Book would 


make another: Wherefore I will here make an end. 
From what we have diſcourſed in this Work, it is 
plain, the Nicene is the Faith once delivered to the 
Saints, and always religiouſly preſerved in the Catho- 


lick Church of Chriſt. Let us therefore bravely con- 


tend for this Faith, as it becomes Men inflam'd with 
an Holy Zeal for God ; and let us conſtantly perſevere 
in it to the end of our Lives. God grant we may. 


To the moſt Holy and Undivided 'Trinity, God the 
Father, the Son, and Holy Ghoſt, be all Praiſe 
| Glory and Honour, for ever and ever. Amen. 


obſerved, and which ſome of his Friends like, as they are at preſent 
falſely tranſlated. Conſtantine writes thus : When you, Alexander, 
ask'd the Opinion of your Presbyters concerning a certain Place in the 
Law, or rather concerning the Clos dais Ulyudlog wipe] a part 
of an idle Queſtion, Here Valeſius's uſual Diligence and Acumen 
have forſaken him; for if he had collated this place with Euſebius, 
he chou have found Wnceos read, not Wilnuartos, which (tho indeed he 
has there tranſlated it as tho he had read Gund) will force us to 
tranſlate [concerning an idle, or vain part of a Queſtion] and that too 
ſuch an one, as vas neceſſary and in general common to the Orthodox © 
and the Arians. AAA ive uai Tov auov 2x88 Aoyioudu, (Euſeb. p. 391) 
namely the Divinity of our Lord; the nominal Profeſſion of which, 
the Antient Arians greatly gloried in, earneſily contended for, and de- 


clared abſolutely neceſſary. 
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Es HEN I formerly perus d the Theological 
Vis Inſtitutions of Epiſcopius, upon reading 
| te Chapter Concerning the Neceſſity of 
believing the Manner, in which Jeſus | 
== Chriſt was the Son of God, (a) I wrote, 
or rather drew the Ont-Lines of. an Anſwer, 
for my oven aſe, to the Arguments, by which the learned 


1 


(a) Ch. 34. Lib. 4. Sect. 2. | 
Man 
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Man has there endeauour' d to prove, that the Article con- 
cerning the Divine Generation of the Son of God, our Savi- 
our, from God the Father before Ages, was not taken in the 
Primitive Churches, for an Article neceſſary to be believed in 
order to Salvation ; and that thoſe Churches held Communion 
with ſuch as deny d it; with ſuch as believed and taught, 
that Chriſt was a mere Man, and did not exiſt before the 
_ Bleſſed Virgin. This ſhort Anſwer ] have enlarg'd, and 
confiderably augmented at the Inſtances of my Friends, hau- 
ing added to it three whole Chapters ; in which, if I miſtake 
not, I have clearly confuted Epiſcopius's Opinion, from the 
Teſtimonies of the Firſt Fathers and Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory. 
My Reaſon, for publiſhing this Piece, ſuch as it is, Pl 
give you in a few Words, Our own Nation within theſe 
few Tears has produced ſeveral Books, in which the impious 
Authors, boldly defending ſometimes the Arian, ſometimes 
the Samoſatenian Hereſy, have with all their Power at- 
tempted to deſtroy the Chief Article of. our Faith ; that, upon 
which the Whole of Chriſtianity depends ; namely, That of 
the Son of God born of God the Father before all Ages, 
very God of very God, by whom all things were made, who 
for our Salvation was incarnate, and made Man. The Cen- 
ſure that great Man Zanchius paſſes upon Socinus, and o- 
thers of the ſame Strain in his days, I may juſtly apply to 
them: (a) I have read, but with great Indignation, 
the fooliſh Dotage of our Modern Arians and Photi- 
nians; and can affirm this, that they fall far ſhort of 
the Antient Hereticks, Every thing is either endleſs 
Repetition, or freſh Abſurdity. That theſe vain Men 
might neither glory againſt the Truth, nor ſeduce the Infirm, 
ſome of our own Country, Perſons uf Piety and Learning, 
have oppoſed their Books, and upon that account recommend- 
ed themſelves to the Favour and Applauſe of all good Men. 
Among theſe have appeared a ſort of Men, as Mediators, 
of a pacificatory Genius, and an odd Deſign, to bring tage- 
ther Contraries, and reconcile the Catholick Church and He- 
reticks, 1. e. Chriſt and Belial. Theſe Men, tho they pro- 


04) Ep. Dedicat, to bis Boek de Tribus Elohim, 
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feſs (1 wiſh, fincerely) to believe, as the Catholicks do, the 
Truth of the Article, that the Son is Co-eſſential with God; 
ſuppoſe you need not inſiſt upon it, that to Salvation it is 


ſufficient to believe, no matter how, in Jeſus Chriſt the 


Son of God and Saviour of Mankind, and that you need 
not trouble your ſelf, whether he is only mere Man, by Grace 
and Adoption made a God, and promoted to Divine Honours; 
or whether he is really and by Nature God. They defend 
this their Opinion by much the ſame Arguments, as Epiſco- 
pius has borrowed from Socinus. They talk loud, that the 
Nicene Fathers firſt eſtabliſh'd the Conſubſtantiality of the 
Son, and raſhly guarded it with an Anathema ; but that 
the Primitive Church, more moderate, and as became a ten- 
der Mother, received thoſe into her Boſom, who believed our 
Saviour nothing more than Man. This they go about to 
prove from the Creed commonly called the Apoſtles, and from 
a celebrated Paſſage in (a) Juſtin Martyr. This is alſo 


their Boaſt, and how little there is in it, the following Trea- 
tiſe will ſhew. | 


The Aſſertion of Epiſcopius, upon which they vainly build, 


and which I have undertaken to refute, is unbecoming any 
Man of Probity, and even a ſlender Acquaintance with the 
Fathers and Church Hiſtory. I charge not Epiſcopius with 
Improbity. Charity forbids me to do that, and indeed Ican- 
not think it. Mas he ignorant then? No. But he can ne- 
ver eſcape the Cenſure of being inconſiderate, to pronounce ſo 
boldly in a matter of ſuch importance, concerning the Opinion 
of the Primitive Church, before he well knew it himſelf ; 


and to do the greateſt diſhonour to the Doctors, Biſhops, Con- 


feſſors and Martyrs of the beſt Ages, in repreſenting them as 
perfectly indifferent in defending the chief Article of the 
Chriſtian Religion. Thus the Caſe muſt ſtand. The Inge- 
nious, and in many reſpecis the very Learned Man had not 


carefully conſulted, had abſolutely deſpiſed the Antients. 


Hear what he ſays in his Anſwer to (b) Father Wading's 


empty Boaſts of Fathers and Councils. He ſpeaks his Mind 


(a) Dial. with Trypho. (b) Epiſcopius ad Wading, de Cultu 
Imaginum, Vol. 1. P. 132. Ed. Bleau, Amſter lde. 


very 
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very freely in theſe Words: T'll tell you my Thoughts 
once for all. You ſhall never engage me in that 
drudgery, my Friend; I ſeek no applauſe from ſuch 
low Enterprizes, nor envy them the Glory of their 
great Reading, and capacious Memory, who are plea- 
ſed to ſpend all their time and pains in thoſe wild Re- 
ſearches of Fathers and Councils. I am not for buy- 
ing Repentance at ſuch a Price. With him forſooth ! 
diligently to peruſe the laudable Study of the Fathers and 
Councils, is only to be ſpoken of in a Proverb of Contempt. 
It is only a low Ambition, a Loſs of Time and Labour; 
ſomething that will bring you to Repentance. A little after 
in the ſame Place he endeavours weakly to depreciate their 
Works, is out of humour with the Name and Style of Fa- 
thers uſually givey them, and at length thus concludes : (a) 
'This is the Reaſon why I do not give myſelf much 
Trouble about them. 1 
But Oh, that he had here excepted the Fathers of the 
three firſt Ages at leaſt ! Had he ſpent more of his Time and 
Study upoz them, he would have been more uſeful to himſelf 
and the Church of Chriſt. He would never have fo far en- 
gaged in the Defence of Arius and Socinus, as to palliate 
that Doctrine of theirs concerning the Perſon of our Saviour, 
; as Erroneous perhaps, but not Heretical, from the Autho- 
: rity and Judgment of the Primitive Churches; which Doc- 
trine all thoſe Churches had unanimouſly condemn d for a very 
pernicious, and a mortal Hereſy. 
I think you have this abundantly prov'd in the Diſſerta- 
tion I now preſent to you, which may ſerve as the Comple- 
ment, or Finiſhing of my Defence of the Nicene Creed, 
publiſh'd ſome Years ago. For as in that Work, I have 
vindicated the Nicene Creed from the Calumnies of Here- 
ticks, and fully ſpeun the Doctrine of it exactiy agreeable © 
to the Faith of the Catholic Church in the three firſt Centuries 
(without a Reply, that I know of, from theAdverſaries of the 
Holy Synod) ſo in this Piece I maintain and defend the A- 
nathematiſm annex'd to that Creed. For it is hence plain, 
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that the Nicene Fathers, agreeably to the Judgment of the. 


frſt Churches, even from the Days of the Apoſtles, had e- 
ftabliſh'd their Creed under this Anathematiſm : (a) The 
Holy Catholick and Apoſtolick Church anathematizes 
_ thoſe that ſay that the Time was, when he was not, 
and he was not before he was born, and he was made 


of en. and that affirm he was of another Sub- 
if 


ſtance or Eſſence, or created, or convertible, or mu- 
table. Al pious and ſober Men muſt revere this Judgment 
of the whole Church of Chriſt in all times; aud of conſe- 
quence beware of, and entirely abhor the Hereſy of the Sa- 
moſatenians and Arians, which deny their God. Do you 
fo, Reader, I ſeriouſly exhort you, whoever you are. Farewel. 
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H E very learned Epiſcopius in his Theologi- 
4“ Inſtitutions ſhews, ( That God is called 
We the Father of Jeſus Chriſt, and that Jeſus 
Chriſt is calied the Son of God the Father, even 
as be is Man, in an eminent manner, in Holy 
Scriptures four ways; namely, upon account of his Conception 
by the Holy Spirit, his Mediatorial Office, his Reſurrection 
from the Dead, and his Exaltation at the Father's Right- 
hand : He then adds, and proves it from certain Places of 
Holy Scriptures, and from Scriptural Conſequence (tho he 
behaves very coolly in all the Diſputarion of this im- 
portant 'Truth) that Jeſus Chriſt is alſo the Son of God 
upon another and a more excellent account than any of thoſe 


(a) Socrates, p. 2 1, 22, cap. 8. Lib. 1. (b) Lib. 4. Sec. 2. c. 33. 
P- 3 34. ec. Vol. 1. OS f 0 
| four, 
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four, namely upon ſuch an one, as could not reſpect him as 

Man ; becauſe the Scripture frequently ſpeaks ſo of Jeſus 

Chriſt, i. e. He who was afterwards called Jeſus Chriſt, 

as that it can ſcarce be doubted, whether he exiſted really, 

as the true and only Son of the Father, before he was born 

Man of Mary his Mother, and conſequently (as he after- 

wards more fully explains himſelf ) before the Creation, 

and that in ſuch a manner, as to be the Author of it, and 

therefore God. : 

He puts this Queſtion, after his manner, at laſt: (a) 

Whether that fifth Manner of Jeſus Chriſt's Filiation be ne- 

ceſſary to be known and believed, in order to Salvation 

and thoſe Perſons are to be anathematix d, who deny it? 

He undertakes to defend the Negative by three Argu- 

ments, Leaving the two former to be diſcuſſed by o- 

rhers, I propoſe to examine the laſt only, as properly 

falling to my Lot. His Argument is this: ( . 

The Faith and Profeſſion of this ſpecial Filiation, was not 

Judged neceſſary to be known and believed in order to Salua- 

tion, in the Primitive Churches, down from the Apoſtles du- 

ring three Centuries at leaſt. Therefore there is no reaſon, 

| why it ſhould be thought neceſſary now. The Conſequence is 

1 clear from the Rule of Vincentius Lirinenſis: What is 

neceſſary to be known and believed 3 to Salvation, muſt 

. have been determin d to be held and believed as ſuch every 
! . where, by all, and always. | | 
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The Conſequence we readily embrace; but the 
| Antecedent (to paſs by Epiſcopius his Soleciſm, that 
| the Faith and Profeſſion, &c. was not neceſſary to be 
| known and believed, &c. whereas doubtleſs he would 
have ſaid, that Faith and Profeſſion, &c. were not ne- 
ceſſary to Salvation) we contend is plainly falſe, and 
will abundantly prove it in this Work. | 
One thing we muſt premiſe to our Reader, That 
the Judgment of the firſt Churches, concerning the 
Neceſſity of this, or any other Article of our Religion, 
cannot be otherwiſe better known by us, their late 
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f (a) Ch. 34. p.338. (5) P. 339. in fine. 
| NS 1 . Poſterity, 
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Poſterity, than firſt by conſulting the extant Writings 
and Monuments of the Catholick Fathers, and more 
celebrated Doctors in thoſe Churches, that we may 
thence know their Thoughts upon the Queſtion; and 
then by ſearching Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory, concerning 
thoſe, who in the firſt Ages deny'd the Divinity of 
our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, that we may. underſtand what 
Judgment the Churches of thoſe times paſs'd upon 
them; whether they retain'd themin their Communion, 
or rejected them as Aliens from Chriſt's Body. There 
is indeed a third Method of diſtinguiſhing what Doc- 
trines the Primitive Church held neceſſary to be be- 
lieved ; namely, by the Symbols and Confeſſions of 
Faith, which ſhe required of all, who deſired to en- 
joy her Communion. We don't decline this Method, 
nay we readily accept it, as will appear hereafter: 


But for as much as very many, in theſe worſt of Times, 


interpret the Antient Creeds, as well as the Holy 


Scriptures, not according to the Rule of the Catho- 


lick Church (which Vincentius has told us of) but ac- 


cording to their own Pleaſure; and for as much as E- 


piſcopius and his Followers have drawn an Argument 
for their Opinion from the Creed, commonly called 
the Apoſtles, I think it better to defer what I have to 
ſay of Creeds, till I come to anſwer their Reaſonings 
from them. 8 | | 

Theſe things premis'd, we ſhall eaſily refute Epiſco- 
pius's Aſſertion in this Method. (1.) I will bring the 
Teſtimonies of the Firſt Fathers, very plainly teaching, 
That the Doctrine of the true Divinity of Chriſt 1s 
abſolutely neceſſary to be believed in order to Salva- 
tion. (2.) I will ſhew from Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory, that 
never any one deny'd the Divine Generation of our 
Lord Jeſus Chriſt from God the Father before all Ages, 
who was not excommunicated for it, and deem'd an 
Heretick. Laſtly, I will put in a full Anſwer to thoſe 
Arguments, which Epiſcopius has uſed, in order ta 
prove his point, 'This is the End and Deſign of our 


Diſſertation. | 
CHAP. 


ane 


KA. I. 


The Teſtimonies of the Primitive Fathers, 
That the Article of our Lord's Divinity is 
abſolutely necefary to be believ'd, in order 
to Salvation. ; 


Vin begin with the Teſtimonies of the 
firſt Fathers. Ignatius, a contemporary 
| Biſhop with the Apoſtles, or at leaſt with 


had given of them ; namely, that they held faſt the 
orthodox and apoſtolick Doctrine, and kept them- 
ſelves pure from Hereſy : he admoniſhes them to per- 
ſevere in the Catholick Faith, uſing all Caution againſt 
Hereticks, who at that time were-cunningly ſowing 
their 'Tares in the Field of the Church. His Words 
are theſe : There are ſome who are wont to bear about the 
Name | of Chriſt] deceirfully, but act ſuch things as are 
unworthy of God. Such you ought to avoid as Beaſts. For 
they are mad Dogs, they bite privately. You ought to be- 
ware of them, as being themſelves in a deſperate State, 
difficultly to be cur'd, [and therefore dangerouſly in- 
fectious. ] 'The celebrated Place concerning the two 
Natures of Chriſt is ſubjoin'd : There is one Phyſician, 
carnal and ſpiritual, made and unmade, God incarnate, 
the true Life in Death, both of Mary and of God. Im- 
% 


mediately 
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mediately follows: Therefore let no Man deceive you, 
i. e. in that great Truth explain'd to you in the 
Words preceding, concerning the two Natures of 
our Saviour. It 1s therefore very plain that the Here- 
ticks noted by (a) Ignatius, denied the apoſtolical Doc- 
trine of Chriſt being God and Man; and that the 
apoſtolical Man therefore cenſur'd them, as mad 
Dogs, biting privately, and injecting the deadly Poi- 
ſon of their Doctrine into the Minds of Men, as Per- 
ſons to be entirely avoided by all who would conſult 
their own Salvation. | 8 | 

It is moreover obſervable, that afrer the holy Man 
had ſaid theſe Hereticks were in the utmoſt Danger of 
their eternal Salvation, he gives this Reaſon for thus 
ſpeaking, immediately : For there is one Phyſician, car- 
nal and ſpiritual, &c. As if he ſhould have ſaid, 
there is no Salvation for Men, but through that one 
Phy fician of Souls, Chriſt, who is God and Man, and 
the Mediator between God and Man : But theſe Men 
will not allow, don't acknowledge any ſuch Phyſi- 
cian and Mediator; therefore their Salvation is deſpe- 
rate, unleſs they at length ſeriouſly repent of their 
Hereſy, embrace, and with all Devotion reverence 
God the Son, incarnate and made-Man for their Sal- 
vation. WEASEL 

The ſame Perſon afterwards, in the ſame Epiſtle, 
again pronounces theſe Hereticks worſe than the 
worſt of Men; he afſigns them and their Followers 
to the Flames of Hell, and calls their Opinion a dia- 
bolical Doctrine. Theſe are his Words: (6) Be not de- 
ceiv'd, my Brethren. They that defile the Houſe, | their 
Bodies, by Adultery | ſhall not inherit the Kingdom of 
God. If then they who have done this in a carnal Senſe 
[defil'd their own Bodies, which are call'd the Tem- 


ples of the Holy Ghoſt, &c.] are dead or periſh'd ; 


how much more ſhall he who corrupts the * Faith of God, for 


(a) Pag. 13. Vol. 2. Patr. Apoſt. (b) P.15. | 
* Archb/ſhop Uſher reads, [the Church]! which preſerves the Anti- 
theſis. | 


which 


1 
S 
; 
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which Jeſus Chriſt was cruciſy d, by evil Doctrine. Such 
an one is become defil d, and ſhall go into unquenchable 


Fire, as ſhall alſo his Hearer. And a little after, (a) Be ye 
not anointed with the ill Savour of the Doctrine of the 
Priuce of this Wolrd, He then propoſes the Apoſtolical 


Faith, as oppoſite to this evil diabolical Doctrine, in 
theſe Words: Our God Jeſus Chriſt was conceiv d by Mary, 
according to the Diſpoſition of God, of the Seed of David, 


and «© the Holy Spirit. The mild Ignatius therefore 
thunders againſt theſe Seducers and Seduced ; therefore 
threatens them with eternal Fire, becauſe they endea- 
vour'd to ſubvert the chiet 'Truth of the Chriſtian 


Religion [that great Myſtery of Godlineſs, God 


manifeſt in the Fleſh] of which every true Church, as 


the Apoſtle tells us, (). ſhould be the Pillar and Bafis ; by 


profeſſing it, defending it by her Teſtimony, and pre- 
ſerving it by her preaching the Goſpel. There were 


in the Times of Ignatius two ſorts of Hereticks who. 


attempted this Impiety, as contrary to one another, as 
they both were to the Truth; the one attributing to 
our Saviour a certain Divine Nature, abſolutely di- 
veſted him of the Human, affirming, that he only 
imaginarily liv'd, ſuffer d, and died among Men, as a 


Man. Of this Hereſy were the Simonians, Menandri- 


ans, Saturninians, &c, all which the latter Ages there- 
fore call'd Docetæ and Phantaſiaſtæ. The other, on the 
Reverſe, only acknowledg'd an human Nature in 
Chriſt, namely, the Cerinthians and Ebionites, It is 
not eaſy to ſay, whether is the more dangerous Hereſy ; 
though the latter indeed does plainly refle& more 
upon the Dignity of our Lord's Perſon. The 


Learned agree, and it is in itſelf clear, that Ignatius 


had an eye to them both, as well in other Parts of 


his Epiſtles, as in the Places cited. Whoſoever ſhall 


read theſe Paſſages, without Prejudice and Partiality, 
can never ſurely be of Epiſcopius's mind, or believe 
that the Doctrine concerning the true Divinity of our 


(a) P. 16. (66) 1 Tim. Chap. vI 5, 16. 
| ” Lord 
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112 J U DGMENT of 
Lord Jeſus Chriſt, was not judg'd neceſſary to be be- | 
_liev'd, in order to Salvation in the primitive Church, fo 


much leſs that ſhe held Communion with thoſe that So 
deny'd it, a thing Epiſcopius has ventur'd to affirm. 1 
Thus much for Ignatius. | he 
2. We ſhall prove the ſame of Juſtin in a more on 
proper Place, notwithſtanding the Uſe Epiſcopius and nu 
> Followers make of him, for want of Candour or = 
ill. 5 
3. In the mean time, let Irenaus ſucceed Ignatius. In 
He, in his Youth, was a conſtant and a diligent : 
Hearer of Polycarp, a Diſciple of the Apoſtle (a); ſo that in 
in his old Ape, he very well retained the Words and on 
Doctrine of that bleſſed Man, and therefore could Ar 
eaſily be inform'd by him, what the Apoſtolical Church of 
deem'd to be heretical. Now he, as well as Ignatius, onl, 
every where in his, Writings reje&ts thoſe as Here- Ac 
ticks who denied Chriſt ro be God-Man, true God 1 
and true Man, and pronounces them Aliens from the | Ad 
faving Knowledge of Chriſt. His Words concerning 70 | 
the Ebionites and Cerinthians are very clear: (b) But they An 
again-who ſay he is barely Man, begotten of Joſeph, are Spt 
dead, continuing in the Servitude of their former Diſobe= | tion 
dience, being not yet incorporate with the Word of God adc 
the Father, not through the Son obtaining Liberty, as Be Wi, 
himfelf ſaith ; If the Son make you free, then are you 11 
free indeed. Now not knowing him, who, born of the Vir= ; ſoa 
gin, is God with us, they are depriv'd of his Gift, which 1 p 
is eternal Life ; and not receiving the incorruptible Word, g the 
they abide in the mortal Fleſh, and are obnoxious to Death, ! the 
not partaking of the enlivening Antidote. Here he charges ; Fai 
| the Hereticks with two Errors, teaching that Chriſt 1 
| is Man begotten of Man, not born of a pure Virgin; f tick 
| and that he is Man, and nothing elſe. Upon both N fide 
1 theſe Errors, he denies their Salvation, affirming | Te 
| that they are dead, continuing in the Servitude of their El Ter 
4 (a) Euſeb. Eccl. Hiſt. Lib. 5. chap. 20. | q 0 
| 8 Lib. 3. chap. 21. p. 286. =: (a) 
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former Diſobedience ; that they don't obtain Liberty thro? the 
Son; that they are depriv'd of the Gift of Chriſt, which 
is eternal Life ; and laſtly, are obnoxious to Death. Now 
he therefere eſpecially pronounces this dreadful Sen- 
tence upon them, becauſe they have not known Inma- 
nuel, or God with us, becauſe they have not receiv'd 
the incorruptible Word, reſting in the mortal Fleſh ; 
i. e. becauſe they have not acknowledg'd the Divine, 
Incorruptible, and Immortal Nature of Chriſt. : 

Parallel to theſe are his Words againſt the Ebionites 
in particular. (a) The Ebionites are miſtaken, not re- 
ceiving into their Souls the Union of God and Man by Faith. 
And a little after, (%) Theſe therefore reject the Mixture 


ef the Heavenly Wine, and will have the Earthly Water 


only, not taking God into their (c) Cup. They reſt in that 
Adam, who was overcome and expell d Paradiſe, not con- 
fidering that, as from the beginning of our Formation in 
Adam, the Breath of Life, which was from God, united 
to Matter, animated the Man, and exhibited the rational 
Animal ; ſo in the end, the Word of the Father, and the 
Spirit of God, united to the antient Subſtance of our Forma= 
tion, hath made the living and perfect Man, To theſe, 
add the Paſſage of Irenæus, cited by Theodoret ; (d) He 
will ask the Ebionites, how can they be ſav'd, except he 
was God, who wrought the Salvation upon Earth ? Or how 
ſhall Man go to God, unleſs God come to Man ? 

4. (e) Tertullian affirms, that the Article concerning 
the Generation of God the Son, from God the Fa- 
ther, before Ages, is certainly part of that Rule of 
Faith, which hath among Chriſtians no Queſtions or Contro- 
verſies but what Hereſies introduce, and which make Here- 
ticks. This Place I ſhall cite at large hereafter ; but be- 
ſides, I ſhall in this Chapter, bring a remarkable 


Teſtimony for the Neceſſity of this Article, from 


Tertullian, as you'll find by and by. 


(a) Lib. 5. chap. 1. p. 433. (8) Ibid. - (c) Commixtionem. 


(4) Lib. 4. chap. 59. p. 397- (e) Tertull. p. 20). 
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5. To Tertulian, we muſt join Novatian, or the 
| Author of the Book concerning the Trinity in Tertul- 


lian's Works, In that Book, he condemns their Doc- 
trine, as the molt dangerous Hereſv, and contumeli- 
© ous to the Father himſelf, who deny the Divinity of 


Chriſt, and ſay he is a mere Man, or a Creature. 
Thus he diſcour:es : (a) For it is very dangerous to ſay, 
that the Saviour of Mankind, the Lord and Prince of the 
whole World, to whom all things are given and granted by 
the Father, by whom all things were defign*'d, made, and 
diſpos*d, the King of all Ages and Times, the Prince of all 
Angels, before whom nothing was, except the Father , to 


ſay that he is culy Man, and to deny his Divine Authority 


in theſe Things. This Contumely of the Hereticks, will 
redound to God the Father alſo; as though God the Father 
could not beget himſelf a Son : But the Blindneſs of Hereticks 


* 


muſt not preſcribe to Truth. Again, the ſame Perſon 


expreſly teaches, that he can't be ſav'd, who does not 


own Chriſt to be God: (b) Why then ſhould we ſcruple 


to ſay, what tle Scripture does not ſcruple ? Why ſhould a 


true Faith heſitate, where the Authority of Scripture is 
clear? Behold the Prophet Hoſea ſpeaking in the Perſon of 
the Father; Now I will not ſave them Ly the Bow, or by 
Horſemen, but I will ſave them by the Lord their God. If 
Ged, ſays he, ſaves by God, when he ſaves no otherwiſe 


than by Chriſt ; why then ſhould Man doubt to call Chriſt 


God, whom he ebſerves ſtyled God by the Father in Scrip- 
ture? Nay, if God the Father ſaves not but by God, and 
no one can be ſav'd by God the Father, unleſs he confeſs 
Chriſt to be God, in whom and by whom the Father pro- 
miſes to give Salvation; as whoſoever acknowledges him to 


be God, ſhall ſurely find Salvation in Chriſt God; ſo who- 


ſoever does not acknowledge him to be God, muſt loſe that 


(a) Pag. 713. : 
+ Theſe Words of Novatian ave explain'd in the Defence of th 
Nicene Creed, Sect. 3. chap. 8.6. 7. 
(b) Thid. & 714. 855 | | 
* By the Werd of the Lord their God. So Jonathan's Targum ; 


*. 


and the Fathers generally expound the Place of Chriſt the Word and 
Son of God, See the Def. of the Nic. F. Sect. 1. chap. 1. ſect. 19. 
N Salva- 
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Salvation, which he can't any where elſe find but in Chrilf 
God. Laſily, ſpeaking of both the ſorts of Here- 
ticks, thoſe that ſay the Father is the Son, and thoſe 
who deny the Son to be God, he truly and elegantly 
ſays, (a) That our Lord is indeed crucify'd, as it were, be- 
tween two Thieves, as he cuce was, and ſo receives the ſa- 
crilegious Reproaches of Hereticks on both ſides. 
6. I now come to Origen, who, it any of the An- 
tients, was a Free-thinker in Divinity, a Latitudina- 
; rian Father: But for all this, diſcour/ing profeſſedly of 
. the neceſſary Articles of Chriſtian Faith, he expreſly 
gives this concerning the Son's Divinity a Place 
among the firſt. The Paſlage is a very remarkable 
one, and therefore I'll give it you, though ſomething 
long. It is thus in the Apology of Pamphilus Martyr- 
(b) Whereas there are many, who think they underſtand 
Chriſtianity, and yet ſome of them differ from their An- 
ceſtors; and whereas the Doctrine of the Church is pre- 
ſerv'd, being deliver'd dewn from the Apoſtles by the Order 
of Succeſſion, and remains in the Churches to this very Time, 
that only is to be believ'd true, which in nothing differs from 
the Church's Tradition. Nw we muſt know that the holy 
Apoſtles, when they preach'd the Chriſtian Faith, treated 
very plainly concerning ſome Points, which they belieu'd ne- 
ceſſary to Salvation for all Believers, though before thoſe 
who were not forward in their Search after divine Know= 
| ledge; leaving the Reaſon of their Aſſertions to be enquir d 
into by thoſe, who ſhould be thought worthy to receive from 
the Spirit the excellent Gifts of the Spirit, and eſpecially the 
Gifts of the Word of Wiſdom and Knowledge. Of other 
Points, they only ſaid, that they were, but ſaid nothing how, 
or whence they were ; that ſo all thoſe of their Poſterity, 
who were more ſtudious than others, and Lovers of Know- 
ledge and Wiſdom, might have Scope for the Exerciſe of 
0 their Wit, namely, thoſe who ſhould make themſelves worthy 
and capable of Wiſdom. Now the Particulars, which 


" 


(a) Pag. 728. Hes . 
() Among Jerome's Works, Tom. 9. p. 115, 116, Ed. Victor. 
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_ were plainly, treated in the Apoſtolical Inſtruftion, are theſe. 


Firſt, That there is one God, who made and compos'd all 
things, and who made them out of nothing, &c. That 


this God, as he had promiſed before by his Prophets, 


ſent the Lord Jeſus Chriſt in the laſt Days, &c. 
Then that this Jeſus Chriſt, who came, was born of 


the Father, before every Creature. That he, when he had 


miniſter d to the Father in the Creation of all things (for 
by him were all things made) emptying himſelf in the laſt 
Days, was made Man: Was incarnate, tho God; and re- 
main d God, tho made Man. In theſe Words Origen ſays, 


that the Doctrine of the Son's Divinity was part of 
the Eccleſiaſtical Inſtruction deliver'd by the Apoſtles 


themſelves, and always preſerv'd in the Churches ; 
and whereas the Apoſtolical Doctrine was of diffe- 
rent Kinds, he places this Article among thoſe, 
which they treated of very plainly, as being neceſſary 
for all, even the more rude and ignorant Believers. 

In the ſame Apology (a) is cited Origen's Book upon 
the Epiſtle ro Titus. In this Book, upon theſe Words, 
An Heretick reject after the third Admonition, he comments 
thus: The Name of Hereſy, as far as I can find, is 


thus alſo mark'd out in the Epiſtle to the Corinthians. 


For there muft be Herefies, that thoſe who are approv'd 
may be made manifeſt among you. And again to the 


Galatians, Hereſy is reckon'd among the Works of 
the Fleſh : Now the Works of the Fleſh are manifeſt, 


which are theſe, Fornication, Uncleanneſs, Wantonneſs, 


Tdolatry, Witchcraft, Enmity, Contentions, Emulations, 
Wrath, Strife, Diſcord, Herefies, &c. of which I have 
told you before, that they who do ſuch things, ſhall not in- 


herit the Kingdom of God. By theſe Words we un- 


derſtand, that as they who are defil'd by Fornication, 


 Uncleannefs, and the Worſhip of Idols, fhall not in- 


herit the Kingdom of God ; ſo neither ſhall they 
who are gone off to Hereſy. Wherefore, according 
to the Apoſtle, we mult as well avoid the Imputation 


| (a) Pag. 117. 


of 
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of Hereſy, as the other Evils enumerated by him, 


and not ſo much as join in Prayers with ſuch Perſons. 
A little after, Origen ſhews who are to be accounted 
Hereticks, in theſe Words: Let us deſcribe as well 
as we can what an Heretick is. Every one who pro- 
feſſes to believe in Chriſt, and yet ſays there is one 


God of the Law and the Prophets, and another of 


the Goſpels, &c. Our Opinion muſt be the ſame 
concerning thoſe who have any falſe Notions of our 
Lord Jeſus Chriſt, whether according to them, who 
ſay he was born of Joſeph and Mary, ſuch are the 
Ebionites and (a) Valentinians; or according to them 
who deny him to be the Firſt-born, the God of the 
whole Creation, the Mord, and Wiſdom, which is 


the Beginning of the Ways of God, begotten before 


any thing was made, before the Foundation of the 
Worlds, before all the Hills; and who ſay that be is 


only Man. Sure nothing can be clearer than theſe 


Words. 1 
7. Dionyſius, the famous Biſhop of Rome, wha 


flouriſh'd not long after Origen, in his Epiſtle againſt 
the Sabellians, cited by Athanaſius, calls the Doctrine 


of the Holy Trinity, the moſt venerable Doctrine of the 
Church of God, which no one was in the leaſt to vio- 
late. He charges thoſe alſo, who dard affirm that 
the Son of God was a Creature, and ſomething made, 
not only with Hereſy, but the greateſt Blaſphemy : 
It is then, ſays (b) he, no ordinary Blaſphemy, nay the 
greateſt, to ſay the Lord was in any reſpett made; for if 
the Son was made, there was a Time when he was not, but 
he always was. It is certain then, that in the Days of 


Dionyſius, the Church of Rome, then truly the moſt 


honourable of all Churches, thought the Article of 
the Son's eternal Generation abſolutely neceſſary to be 
believ'd ; and did not hold Communion with thoſe 
who did not acknowledge Chriſt to be God, but at- 


firm'd he was a Creature. | 


(a) See Huetius o Origen's Comment. p. 120. 
% Tomi prim. pars prim. p. 23 1, 232. 
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8. It would be endleſs to lay before you all the 
Teſtimonies of the Fathers to this purpoſe; wherefore 
to what has been alledg'd, I will only add this general 
Obſervation, namely, that in the firlt Ages there was 
a very great Controverſy between the Jews and Chri- 
ſtians, concerning the Perſon of Chriſt, whether he was 
to be God and Man, as the Prophets had foretold, or 
only mere Man. The Jews and ſome Judaixing Chri- 
ſtians affirmed the latter, and objected the Gentile Po- 
lytheiſm to thoſe who aſſerted the Divinity of Chriſt : 
The former, all the Catholick Chriſtians ſtrenuouſly 
defended, as the Ground of their Faith and Salvation, 
fo as to eſteem thoſe Aliens from the Church of Chriſt, 
and Renegadoes to the Synagogue, who, tho? ſound in 


all other reſpects, deny'd this Point. It ſeem'd in- 


deed the very ſame thing to them to deny Jeſus to be 
the Chriſt, as to deny him to be Gd. 

9. When Juſtin Martyr in his Dialogue with Trypho, 
endeavoured to ſhew, that Chriſt foretold by the Pro- 
phets was God, and was to be born Man of a Virgin, 
Trypho obje&s thus: (a) It does not only ſeem ſtrange 
io me, but abſurd, that you ſhould ſay, this Chriſt was God, 
and pre-exiſted before Ages; then condeſcended to be born, 
being made Man, and that he was not Man of Man. To 
which Juſtin replies: I know this matter ſeems ſtrange, 
and eſpecially to the Men of your Nation, who are neither 
willing to underſtand, or do the things of God, but thoſe of 
your own Maſters, as God himſelf complains. Origen (b) 
blames his Epicurean, that in perſonating a Jew he had 
not obſerv'd decorum, but put into his mouth, Words 
that did not agree with his Character, namely theſe: 
My Prophet formerly propheſy d in Jeruſalem, that the Son 
of God would come a Judge of the ' Pious, and an Avenger 
of the Iujuſt. He then gives the Reaſon of this Repre- 
henſion: (c) 4 Jew would not have confeſs'd that any 


Prophet ſaid, the Sn of God would come. © Fur what they 


% See the evbole” Paſſage at Inge hereaſter. C) Origen again 
Celſug p. 38. (e) Ibid. i + 4 pe Ou 
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ſay, is, that the Chriſt of God will come. And they often 
diſpute with us directly concerning the Son of God, as tho? 
there was no ſuch Perſon nor any ſuch Prophecy. He again 
(a) upbraids Celſus with the ſame thing: Nor does he 
| know this, that the Jews don't at all ſay, that Chriſt will de- 
ſcend, or come into the World, as being God, or the Son of God. 
10. Tertulian writes (b) more appoſite to this Ob- 
ſervation : Now the Jewiſh Faith is this, ſo to believe one 
God, as not to 9wn beſides him the Son, and beſides the Son 
the Spirit. For otherwiſe, what difference would there be 
between them and us ? What need of the Goſpel, which is the 
Subſtance of the New Teſtament, and determines, that the 
Law and the Prophets are till John ; unleſs from that Time 
the three, Father, Son and Spirit believed | on by us] ex- 
hibite to us one God? God was pleas'd to renew the C 
nant with us, as that he ſhould now a-new be believed one 
by the Son and Spirit ; as that God ſhould now be openly 
known in his proper Names and Perſons, who antiently 
being preached by the Son and Spirit, was not underſtood. 
Let the Anti-Chriſts then look to it, who deny the Father 
and the Son, &c. But what Novatian ſays (c) upon 
that Place of S. John, | Tho I teſtify of myſelf, my Teſti- 
mony is true, becauſe I know whence I came, and whither I 
go. But ye know not whence I come, nor whither I go. 
Ye judge according to the Fleſh] is moſt to the purpoſe, 
and very good: Behold here he ſays, that he will re- 
turn thither, whence he ſays he came before ; He was ſent 
from Heaven. He deſcended then whence he came, as he 
goes thither, whence he deſcended. Wherefore, if Chriſt had 
only been a Man, he had not come thence (d); but by coming 
from whence Man can't come, he fhews himſelf to have been 
| God, who came. Now the Jews, ignorant and not apprix d 
of this his Deſcent, made theſe Men their Heirs in the He- 
reſy ; to whom it is ſaid, You know not whence I come, nor 
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(a) P. 162. (5) P. 518. (c) Novatian. c. 23. 
(d) Theſe Words are omitted in the Biſhop's Citation: And conſe- 
quently had not gone thither, becauſe he did not come from 


thence. | 
H 4 1 whither 


o 
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whither I go. You judge according to the Fleſh. The Jews, 


as well as they, held only the Carnal Nativity of Chriſt, and 
believed Chriſt to be nothing elſe but Man; not confidering, 


that, as Man could not come from Heaven, ſo as to challenge 


a Return thither, he muſt be God, who deſcended thence, 


whence Man could not come. 

11. In this reſpe& the Author (whoever he was) of 
the Epiſtle to Hero the Deacon, aſcribed to Inatius, 
is worthy Notice, becauſe he condemns their Hereſy, 
who deny the Divinity of Chriſt, as a Jewiſh Impiery 


and Blaſphemy. Theſe are his Words: (a) If any one 
ſays the Lord is a mere Man, he is a Jew, a Murderer of 


Chriſt. The ſame Author, probably, has Words much 
to the ſame purpoſe in the Epiſtle to the Antiochians, 
where he exhorts them (b) to throw off all Jewiſh and 
Gentile Error; and neither to introduce . a multitude of 
Gods, nor under the pretence of one God to deny Chriſt. And 
a little after he adds: ¶Mhoſoever then preaches one only 
God, ſo as to deſtroy the Divinity of Chriſt, (c) is the Devil, 
and an Enemy of all Righteouſneſs. 1 8 


12. Laſtly the great Athanaſius has (according to 
cuſtom) excellently expreſs'd the Senſe of the Primi- 
tive Catholick Church in this Point: The Jews, ſays 


(d) he, have a great deal to ſay againſt Idolaters, and 
juſtly, accuſing them of Worſhipping the Creature befides the 
Creator. But tho” they blame this Impiety, they are not 
therefore Pious, when they deny the Son of God, by whom all 
things were made, and charge us with Polytheiſm for Wor- 


ſhipping the Father by him. Mie therefore came out of, and 
are ſeparate from the Gentiles, that we might nut be enga- 


ged in their impure Idolatries ; and we alſo are come out of 
the Blaſphemy of the Jews, confeſſing the Son of God. A 
little after: (e) We differ from the Judaizers, who cor- 
rupt Chriſtianity with Judaiſm, and denying him who is 
God of God, affirm, as the Jews do, that there is one God; 


(a) Tom. 2, P. A. p. 114. (5) Ibid. p. 169, and 110. (c) Or 4 
Calumniator, as the old Verſion ſeems to render Filius Diaboli. 
(4) Tom, Sec. P · 37. (e) Ibid. 5 bs c A $7 #7 
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not therefore ſaying that he is the ouly God, as he is only 
unbegotten, only the Fountain of the Deity ; but as being with> 
out a Son, a living Word and Wiſdom. What follows in 
Athanaſius is very well worth reading, namely, what 
he [Excellent Man] ſays from ver. 1. of Chap. 1. of St. 
John, and from Reaſon, to prove it impoſſible God 
ſhould be rightly conceiv'd One in the Senſe of the 

Jews, and Judaizing Hereticks, i. e. that he ſhould only 
be one Perſon; whereas ic is neceſſary, that God, 
who is an eternal Mind, ſhould have in and with him 
his Word, not ſuch as the Human, but a Living and 
Subſiſting Word, and therefore a Perſon : and as this 
Word is from God the Father, therefore a Divine Per- 
ſon diſtinct from the Father; and yet becauſe the 


Word is in the Father, and the Father's Word, there- 


fore one God with the Father. But theſe things be- 
long to another Head. 5 . us 

13. Before conclude this Head, it may be uſeful 
to take a tranſient View of the Jews Notion concern- 
ing their Meſſiah. Now, it is obſervable, that their 
Prophets, have in many Places plainly ſignify d, that 
the Meſſiah was to be God and Man together, as is 
largely ſhewn by (a) Juſtin Martyr among the Antients. 


The Noble and Learned () Du Pleſſis hath fully prov- 


ed, that the more underſtanding part of the Hebrew 
Doctors were not altogether ignorant of it. However, 
it is certain that the generality of the Jews, even in 
our Saviour's time, had but a mean and low Notion 
of their Meſſiah, thinking him to be no more than a 
Man. Thus we read (c) the Holy Jeſus caught the 
captious Jews by this Queſtion ; What think you of 


Chriſt ? Whoſe Son is he? For when they anſwer d; 


The Son of David, (for they expected a Meſſiah, who 
| ſhould be merely the Son of David, not dreaming of 
the Son of God) our Saviour urg'd them with this 


(4) See the Dialogue with Trypho. (5) Of the true Chriſtian Reli 
gion, Ch.28, (c) Matt. Ch. 22. v. 42. | , | 
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122 The JUDGMENT / 
further difficult Queſtion, Hou then doth David Ly to b 


the Spirit call him Lord, ſaying, The Lord ſaid unto my Sou 
Lord? If then David call him Lord, how is he his Son? Rec 
This gravell'd the Phariſees, which, upon ſuppoſition laſt 
that they had a Notion of Chriſt's Divinity, would of t 
have been eaſily anſwer d. They might have faid, the! 
that Chriſt indeed was to be the Son of David accor- | He 
ding to the Fleſh; but his Lord, with reſpe& to his We 
Divine Nature. mig 
This Notion of the Jews had its Original doubtleſs not 
from their groſs and carnal Conceptions of the Meſſzah. eq 
They expected he ſhould be a glorious King, Rich 
and Powerful, ſo as to exalt their Sceptre and Nation bu 
above all the Empires of the World ; that he ſhould W 
ſubdue all the Enemies of his People, and having laid ſhi 
the Empreſs of the Earth, haughty Rome, in Ruins, nil 
ſhould advance Jeruſalem to her Metropolitical Dignity. pe! 
What occaſion had ſuch a Meſſiah for Divinity? All = 
theſe things a Cyrus, an Alexander, or a Caſar, with Ht 
the Divine Providence, might have accompliſh'd : Not KM 
to ſay, that ſuch an Earthly Kingdom would have been an 
abſolutely unworthy of God. No wonder then, if the . 
Jews thus thinking of their Meſſiah, never acknowledg'd | th 
his Divine Nature. | ſo 
14. But that there are, or ever were Men of ſuch. 
Notions among the Chriſtians, who have been clearly | I 
taught in the Goſpel things much more Holy and Sub- V 
lime of their Chriſt, is exceeding ſtrange indeed. TO . p 
ſay nothing of thoſe Places in the Old Teſtament, f 
which immediately reſpe& his Divinity, in which he PV _ 
is proclaimed the Son of God, and God before Ages, — 
by whom all things were made (Places ſo many and ſo 9 


plain, that he muſt be wilfully blind, who does not 
ſee them) even thoſe Places, which ſpeak of the CEco- 
nomy, which relate to his Office or Honour, as he is 
our Meſſiahand Mediator, they certainly ſpeak of ſome- 
thing more than a Man, or a Creature. His PEconomy 
neceſlarily ſuppoſes, and gven determines his Niyinity. 
For the Holy Scriptures preach to us, and we profeſs 
to 


the CxTHoricx Chuxch, Gc. 123 


to believe them, ſuch a Chriſt, as is the Saviour of our 
Souls, as is to us Wiſdom, Juſtice, Sanctification and 
Redemption, i. e. as makes us Wiſe, Juſt, Holy and at 
laſt perfectly Bleſſed; as immediately hears the Prayers 
of thoſe who every where call upon his Holy Name, and 
therefore is every where, knows all things, even the 
Heart; as is always with his Church diſperſed over the 
World, and ſo protects and defends it with his Al- 
mighty Power, as that neither the Powers of the Earth, 
nor the Gates of Hell ſhall prevail againſt it; as is of 
equal Majeſty with God the Father, and to be adored 
with Divine Worſhip, not only by us humble Mortals, 
but by Angels, Arch-Angels, and all the Super-celeſtial 
World; as, laſtly, ſhall come in the end of the World, 
ſhining in the brighteſt Glory, and guarded with Mi- 
niſtring Angels, to judge the World, to bring into o- 
pen light, not only the Deeds of all Men, but the 
Secrets of their Hearts, to baniſh his Enemies into 
Hell, and to beſtow upon his Servants not Riches, or 

_ Honours, or Earthly Pleaſures, but Heavenly Glory, 
and eternal Life. Are theſe things compatible with 
mere Man, or any Creature? I muſt ſay, he that 
thinks ſo, ſets himſeif not only againſt Faith, but Rea- 


ſon alſo. | i 
This by way of Digreſſion. To return; I ſuppoſe TY 
J have confuted the raſh Aſſertion of Epiſcopius, by 4 in 


Z ſufficient Teſtimonies of the Antients: I therefore 
proceed to the ſecond Head. (a) | 
(a) See the remarkable Paſſage of St. Cyprian to the ſame purpoſe | 


| 
quith the other Antients cited in this Chapter, Def. N. C. Sect. 2. Ch. 10. 9 ; 
Q+ Zo 375 . : | ik 
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Of thoſe who in the Firſt Age of Chriſtianity 
oppoſed the Doctrine of 25 
ang Chriſt's being God and Man. 


W E come now to Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory, which 
whoſoever will conſult, muſt wonder, I doubt 
not, with what face Epiſcopius could affirm, That in 
the Primitive Churches, from the Apoſtles times, for 


three entire Centuries, the Faith and Profeſſion of this 


ſpecial Manner of Jeſus Chriſt's Filiation (in which he is 
defined the Son of God, and God before all Ages) was 


not judged neceſſary to Salvation. For nothing can be 


more repugnant to all Church-Hiſtory. In order to 


make this clear, I muſt repeat that Caution I gave in 


the Beginning of this Diſſertation, namely, that the 
Primitive Church could not by any other better way 
declare her Judgment, concerning the Neceſſity of 
Believing any Article of our Religion, than by Excom- 
municating thoſe who deny'd it, The Anathema of 
the Church, as Tertullian ſpeaks, was formerly held by 
all Chriſtians, for the greateſt Preſumption of the future 
Judgment. And thus the Perſons Excommunicate, 
thoſe whom the Church had thrown out of her Pale, 


till they repented, and deſired the Peace of the Church, 


were eſteemed out of the State of Salvation, accord- 
ing to that old Saying, Out of the Church no Salvation. 
This indeed Epiſcopius by ſtating this Queſtion, ¶ The- 
ther that fifth Manner of the Filiation of Jeſus Chriſt be 


- neceſſary to be known and believed to Salvation, and whether 


they who deny it, are liable to Excommunication| plainly 
confeſſes ; namely, that to excommunicate any Perſon 
for denying any Doartne, 1s the ſame, as to judge and 
pronounce that Doctrine neceſſary to be known and 
believed to Salvation. If then the Primitive Churches 
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excommunicated thoſe, who denied this fifth Manner 


of Chriſt's Filiation; then, according to Epiſcopius him- 


ſelf, they are to be thought the Aſſerters of that Man- 
ner, as neceſſary to Salvation. But it is very plain 
from Church-Hiſtory, that for the three firſt Centuries, 
no one deny'd that Manner of Chriſt's Filiation, in 
which he was God, begotten of God before all Ages, 
who was not anathematiz'd, and excluded the Com- 
munion of the Church, as a Foreigner, an Alien from 
Chriſt's Body, unleſs he ſpeedily retracted and con- 
demn'd his Hereſy. Therefore, Cc. which was the 
'Thing to be demonſtrated, 3 

2. Cerinthus and Ebion, who lived in the Days of the 
Apoſtles, were the Firſt who diſturb'd the Church 
with this Hereſy. This only difference there was be- 
twixt their reſpe&ive Opinions, concerning the Lord 
Jeſus, 'That Cerinthus ſeparated Jeſus from Chriſt, and 
made Jeſus a mere Man, the Son of Joſeph and Mary, 
into whom Chriſt deſcended from above after his 
Baptiſm, and retired from him at his Paſſion, and re- 
turn'd to his Pleroma, or Complement; but Ebion 
(for we ſhall ſhew this to be the Name of a Man 
hereafter, notwithſtanding the contrary Sentiment of 
ſome learned Men) affirmed, that Jeſus and Chriſt 
was the ſame, the Son of Joſeph and Mary, and from 
the Beginning to the End of his Life oniy mere Man. 
This difference we learn from Irenaus : (a) One Ce- 
rinthus an Aſiatick taught, that the World was not 
made by the Supreme God, but by a Power ſeparate and 
very diſtant from that Principality which is over all, and 
ignorant of that God who is over all. He added, that Jeſus 
was not born of a Virgin (for that ſeem d impoſſible to him) 
but that he was the Son of Joſeph and Mary, like other Men; 
and excelled all others in Juſtice, Prudence and Wiſdom ; 
that Chriſt aſter his Baptiſm deſcended into him in the ſhape 
of a Dive, from that Principality, which is over all ; that 


be then preach'd the unknown Father, work d Miracles, and 


(a) Lib. 1. Ch. 2 5. Page I 26, 
| | at 
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at laſt flew back from Jeſus; that Jeſus ſuffer d and roſe 
again, but that Chriſt remain'd impaſſible, being Spiritual. 
Again he thus ſpeaks of the Ebionites; (a) Thoſe that 
are called Ebionites are unanimous, that the World was 
made by God, and differ alſo from Cerinthus and Carpo- 
crates concerning our Lord. Here if we follow the re- 
ceived Reading, Irenæus plainly makes two differences 
between the Tenets of Cerinthus and Ebion, one con- 


cerning the Creation of the World, or God the 
Creator, and another concerning our Lord Jeſus. 


Cerinthus would have it, that the World was not 
made by the Supreme God, but ſome inferior Power ; 
but the Ebionites confeſſed, that the World was made 
by God, the Supreme Principle of all Things. Again, 
Cerinthus taught, that Chriſt (I know not- who) de- 
ſcended from that Supreme Principality, which is a- 
bove the Creator of the World, into Jeſus for a Time, 


after his Baptiſm ; but the Ebionites own no ſuch Prin- 


cipality, nor any Chriſt who came into Jeſus from that 
Principality. But if you'll alter the Reading, and with 
a very (6) learned Man put | Con/imiliter inſtead of Non- 
fimiliter] then the Senſe of Jrenzus will be, that the E- 
bionites thus far agreed with Cærinthus, as to teach, that 
Jeſus was a mere Man born of Joſeph and Mary (as 
Trenaus allo teſtifies in other Places cited by us) tho 
they rejected that other Fiction concerning a certain 
Chriſt. And indeed how could they receive that 
Fancy of a Chriſt deſcending into Jeſus from the Prin- 
cipality, which is above the Creator of the World, 
who taught that the World was created by the ſu- 
preme God? This Tertullian alſo expreſly teſtifies in 


theſe Words: Ebion ſucceeded Cerinthus, though not in 


all reſpects concurring with him, in that he ſays the World 


was made by God, not Ly Angels. Thus Irenaus and Ter- 


tullian concerning the firſt Ebionites. Afterwards there 
aroſe two forts of Ebionites, one who denied both the 


(a) P. 127. Ch. 26. Lib. 1. (b) B. Pearſon, Vind. I 5 t. 
part 2. C. 2. p.351. Ed. P. Ap. Vol. * ; 18 


Divinity 


— 
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Divinity of our Lord, and his Nativity of the Vir- 
gin; another who, though they denied Chriſt to he 
God, confeſs'd, as the Catholicks do, that he was 
conceiv'd by the Holy Ghoſt, and born of the Virgin 
Mary. Of theſe we ſhall ſpeak hereafter. 

3. Now, as for the common Tenet of Ebion and 
Cerinthus, namely, That our Saviour Jeſus was a mere 
Man, not the true Son of God, born of God the 
Father before all Ages; how execrable it ſeem'd to the 
Apoſtolical and the next ſucceeding Church; how 
the Teachers of it were eſteem'd Aliens from the 
Church of Chriſt, and conſequently from Salvation 
by Chriſt, in the firſt Ages; 1 have clearly ſhew'd al- 
ready, from the Writings of Ignatius and Irenzns. 
To them I muſt add what (a) Jerome gives us from 
the Monuments of the Antients, 'That the Apoſtle 
St. John wrote his Goſpel upon the Requeſt of the 
Afian Biſhops, againſt Cerinthus and other Hereticks, 
and eſpecially againſt the riſing Doctrine of the Ebio- 
nites, who aſſerted, that Chriſt was not before Mary. 
As for Cerinthus, Ireneus agrees with Jerome, where he 
expreſly ( writes, that the Apoſtle St. John intended 

by his Goſpel to root out the Error which Cerinthus 
had propagated. Hence we may gather, that the 

| Biſhops of Aſia, namely, of thoſe Parts where Cerin- 


thus and Ebion firſt taught, as ſoon as they had found ny 
that thoſe Hereticks had broke in upon, or rather N | 
crept into their Churches, immediately calling a Coun- _ 10 
cil, as it became good Shepherds, againſt the De- | 
vourers of Chriſt's Flock (as Euſebius (c) ſpeaks con- 1 


cerning the Synod of Antioch, aſſembled againſt Paul 1 
of Samoſata) met togetiier, and mutually entring into it 
Meaſures for the ſpeedy Suppreſſion of the growing 18 
Hereſies, immediately implor'd the Aid and Aſſiſtance 1 
| of the Apoſtle St. John, then alive, who, upon that | 
occaſion, as well as to ſupply the Defects of the for- on 


(a) Catalogus Seriptor. Eecleſ. in Joann. (5) Lib. 3. cap. 11. 
Pe 257» ; (e E. H. Lib. 7. CAP, 27» * 226. 


o 


mer 


=! 72 12 been - 
g= As s zz "OE , ” 7 
— . 5 
a e „ — * nc 


128 The JUDGMENT off. 


mer Evangeliſts, wrote his Goſpel ; in the beginning 
ok which, by his Apoſtolical Authority, he check'd 


the Madneſs of Cerinthus, Ebion, and other Hereticks, 


(as Trenæus ſays in the Place laſt cited) and made up 
the Canon of Truth, which afterwards prevail'd in 


the Church. | 

4. And indeed, whoſoever, but indiffe rently skill'd 
in the Hereſiology of the firſt Age, ſhall attentively 
read the beginning of St. John's Goſpel, muſt imme- 
diately perceive that the Apoſtle particularly mark'd 
out all thoſe Hereticks, and by his Apoſtolical Power 
confuted their impious Tenets. He allerts the Divine 
Nature of our Lord againſt Cerinthus and Ebion, v. 1. 
In the beginning was the Word, and the Mord was with 
God, and the Word was God. The Word was in the 
Beginning, much more then, before Joſeph and Mary; 
and it was God, therefore not only mere Man. 'The 
Evangeliſt has an Eye to the Doctrine of Cerinthus, 
and other Hereticks, concerning the Creation of the 
World, ver. 3. All things were made by him, [the Word.] 
Thoſe Hereticks ſaid, as we have before obſerv'd, 
that this World was made by inferior Powers, far re- 
moy*'d from, altogether foreign to, and unaſſiſted by 
the ſupreme God. On the other hand, the Evange- 
liſt teaches, that a things were made by the Word, which 
was with God, and was God. In the ſame Verſe, he 


adds againſt the ſame Hereticks, And without him was 
nothing made that was made, Whoſoever does not at- 


tend to the Apoſtle's Deſign, can ſee nothing in theſe 
Words but vain 'Tautology. Now thoſe Hereticks, 
(as Grotius has well obſerv'd) would have it, that there 
was one Maker of this viſible World, but that there 
were other Makers of the inviſible things, and that 
each Pleroma, or Complement, had its own Maker. 
St. John therefore ſays, that every thing which 
was made, was made by the Word. The Evangeliſt 
plainly aims at theſe ſame Hereticks again, ver. 10, & 
11. He was in the World, and the World was made by 
him, and the World knew him not. He came to his own, 

and 


aud his oꝛun receiv d him not. It was the known Opinion 
of Cerinthus and all the other Hereticks, who diſtin- 
guiſh'd betwixt the ſupreme God, and the Maker of 
this World, that our Saviour Chriſt came into this 
World from the ſupreme Principality, as into the 


Creation of another, with this Intent, that he might 
redeem Man from the Dominion and Slavery of the 


Maker of the World, into I know not what Liberty, 
or rather Licentiouſneſs. In oppoſition to theſe Men, 
the Apoſtle teaches, that the Word or Son of God, 


our Saviour, came down from his Father into this 


World, as into his own Houſe and Creation, with this 


Deſign, as it preſently follows, ver. 12, & 13. That he 


might aſſert thoſe who receiv'd him, into the true Li- 
berry and Adoption of the Sons of God; tho? ungrate- 


ful Man, for the generality, did not acknowledge him 
as their Creator and Redeemer. I'm fully perſuaded, 


this was the true and genuine Senſe of the Apoſtle in 
thoſe Words. Thus alſo (a) Ireneus underſtood them, 
where he makes this Note: According to Marcion, and 
the Men of his Strain, (namely, Ceriizthus, and the other 


Forerunners of Marcion, whom (b) Tertullian calls the 
early and abortive Marcionites) the World was not made- 


by him, nor did he come to his own, but another's. Thus, 
he ſays, (c) that St. John, in the beginning of his 
Goſpel, does manifeſtly ſhew to all that will hear, 5. e. 
that have Ears, that there is one God the Father 
over all, and one Word. of God, who is through all, 
by whom all things were made; that this World is 
properly his, and made by him at the Will of the 
Father, and not by Angels, nor by Apoſtacy, De- 
fection, or Ignorance, &c. Further, the Apoſtle 
reaches againſt the Simonians, Saturninians, and the 
other Docetæ, that the Word or Son of God was really 


incarnate, and made Man ; v. 14. The Word was made 


(a) Lib. 3. chap. II. p. 257. See alſo Novatian, chap. 14. 
(b) Lib. 3. chap. 8. p. 401. (c) Lib. 5. chap, 18. p. 463» 


Vor. II. 1 Fiſh, 
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Fleſh, and dwelt among us, and we beheld his Glory, as 


of the only begotten of the Father, &c. Nay, in this 


one Sentence, he hath concluded all the Hereticks of 
his Age; for, as Irenaus has truly ſaid in the Place 


often cited before, none of the Hereticks thought 
that the Word was made Fleſh. All the Herericks 


who had falſe Notions of the Perſon of Chriſt (as we 
have before obſerv'd) may be divided into two Claſles ; 
One, of the Phantaſiaſtæ, who plainly acknowledging 
the Divinity in our Saviour, denied his human Na- 
ture, ſuppoſing the Conjun&ion of the Human Na- 
ture abſolutely unbecoming the Divine Majeſty. Of 
theſe Novatian writes excellently. (a) There are other 
Hereticks ſo rigid for the Divinity of Chriſt, as to ſay that 
he was not incarnate, as to take from him all that Humanity 


which he took upon himſelf, left they ſhould dilute the Power 
of the Divinity, by joining to it (as they ſuppos'd) the 


Human Nature, This we dont approve, but however ar- 
gue from it, (b) That Chriſt was ſo. far God, that ſome, 
taking away his Humanity, thought him to be Only God. 
On the other hand, another Claſs of Hereticks only 


own'd the Human Nature in Chriſt, namely, the Ce- 
rinthians and Ebionites, It is but too plain on both 


fides, that it was denied that the Word was made 
Fleſh, that is, that Chriſt was God and Man. Laſtly, 
The Hereſy in common to Cerinthus and Ebion con- 
cerning the Obſervation of the Moſaical Law, as ne- 


ceſſary to Salvation, is (as Grotius has obſerv d) tran- 


ſiently confuted by the Apoſtle, ver. 17. The Lau uas 
given by Moſes, but Grace and Truth by Jeſus Chriſt. 

5. Moreover, the holy Apoſtle plainly cenſures the 
ſame Hereticks in his firſt Epiſtle alſo, and calls them 
all by that one Name ot Anti-Chriſts, as Irenaus, Ter- 
tullian, and others of the Antients have obſerv'd. 'The 


beginning of the Epiſtle exactly tallies with the begin- 
ning of his Goſpel ; for in them both, the Divine lays 


(a) Page 718. | 
(6) 85 Tertullian againft Marcion, Lib. 3. cap. 8. 


open 
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open and explains the great Myſtery of Godlineſs, 
God manifeſt in the Fleſh; very pompouſly unfolding 
both the Divinity and Oeconomy of our Saviour. We 
have ſhewn it in the Goſpel already; now the Epiſtle 
begins thus: That which was from the Beginning, which 
we have heard, which we have ſeen with our Eyes, and out 
Hands have handled of the Word of Life, (for the Life 
was made manifeſt, and we ſaw it, and teſtify of ity 
and tell unto you that eternal Life which was with the Fu- 
ther, and was made manifeſt to us) What we have 
ſeen and heard, that do we relate to you, &c. Here 
St. John affirms againſt the Docetæ, who denied that 
our Saviour was real Man, that he and the reſt of the 
Apoſtles heard the Word of Life, or the enlivening 
Word, and ſaw him with their Eyes, handled him 
with their Hands: here he calls in all the proper 
Senſes to give Teſtimony of his Incarnation. Againſt 
thoſe who affirm'd the Lord Jeſus to be meer Man, 
the Apoſtle teaches that the Word was from the Be- 


ginning, namely, of the Creation, and therefore did 


not begin to exiſt when born of Mary. Againſt the 
ſame Perſons he aſſerts in like manner, that the Life, 


the eternal Life, the Word, was firſt with the Father, 
with God; but afterwards, having taken upon him 
Fleſh, was made manifeſt to Men. This is the plain, 


clear Senſe of the Place; and thus, as (a) Tertullian 
tells us, it was receiv'd in the primitive Church: 
Bur that novel Interpretation of theirs, who expound 
the [Word of Life] by the Goſpel, or Doctrine of 
Life immortal, is indeed very abſurd. To ſay no 
more againſt it, what pretty Senſe is this, that the 
Apoſtles not only heard the Goſpel, but ſaw it with 
their very Eyes, and handled it with their Hands? 
The Great Man (b) Dionyfius Alexandrinus hath for- 
merly obſerv'd the Agreement of the beginning of 
St. John's Goſpel with that of this firſt Epiſtle of his, 


(a) Pag. 508 and 59. wh 
(0) Euſeb. E. H. p. 224, &c. Lib. J. chap. 25. 
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in theſe Words: The Goſpel and the Epiſtle anſwer each 
other, and begin alike : The one ſays, In the Beginning was 
the Word; the other, That which was from the Beginning: 
The one, The Word was made Fleſh, and dwelt among us, 
and we beheld his Glory, as of the Only-begotten of the Fa- 
ther: The other has the ſame thing, in ſomewhat 
other Words, H/hat we have heard, what we have 
ſeen with our Eyes; what we have ſeen, and our 
Hands haue handled, of the Word of Life; and the 
Life was made manifeſt. For he * premiſes theſe 
things, intending them, (as he ſhows afterwards) againſt 


thoſe who denied that Chriſt was come in the Fleſh. 


Upon this account he adds, And what we have ſeen, 
we teſtify, and preach unto you that eternal Life which was 
with the Father, and was made manifeſt to us. What we 
have ſeen and heard, we preach unto you. Here he inſiſts, 
and recedes not from what he had prupoundet. 
6. In the ſecond Chapter of the ſame Epiſtle, after 
the Apoſtle had told the Faithful that there were then 
many Anti-chriſts, and that they came forth from the 
Boſom of the Church, ver. 18, and 19, (now he calls 
the Hereticks who ſpread falſe and impious Do&rines 
Concerning the Perſon of Chriſt, Anti-Chriſts) he 
paints ſome of them in their proper Colours, ver. 22, 


and 23. Whois a Har, but he that denies that Jeſus is 


the Chriſt? This is Anti-Chriſt, who denies the Father and 
the Son; Every one that denies the Son, hath- not the Fa- 
ther. Among the Hereticks of the firſt Age, there 
were ſome, who falſly took upon them the Chriſtian 
Name, (which may ſeem ſtrange) and yet denied Je- 
ſus to be the Chriſt. . Thus the Cerinthians, as we 
ſhew'd in the beginning of this Chapter, from renaus, 
ſeparated Jeſus from Chriſt, and taught that Jeſus 
was one, and Chriſt another. Hence (a) Epiphanius, 
upon the Cerinthian Hereſy, expreſly teſtifies that they 
taught that Jeſus was not the Chriſt, Theſe Words 


* I could not think it neceſſary to preſerve the muſical Alluſion in the 


Words Tipoavanpserai & inyacncs, 
＋＋—j—ᷣ 35S 57 
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of St. John, Who is a Lyar, but he that denies that Jeſus 
is the Chriſt? were directed againſt theſe Hereticks; as 
alſo thoſe other Words, chap. 5. ver. 1. Every one that 
believes Jeſus is the Chriſt, is born of God. Thus that 
beſt Interpreter of St. John, (b) Irenæus teaches us; and 
indeed you can no where find any other, to whom 
they are more ſuitable, For it 1s very plain, from the 
Context, that the Apoſtle does not ſpeak of the pro- 
feſs*'d Enemies of our Religion, who denied Jeſus to 
be the Chriſt foretold by the Prophets, and ſaid we 
were to expect another; but of the falſe Prophets and 
Deceivers, under the Mask of Chriſtianity. The fol- 
lowing Words of the Apoſtle [This is Anti- Chriſt, he 
that denies the Father and the Son. Every one, who denies 
the Son, hath not the Father| manifeſtly ſtrike at the 
common Hereſy of Cerinthus and Ebion. Both of them 
abſolutely denied that Jeſus was the true Son of God, 
born of God the Father before Mary, and even before 
the Creation; and therefore, by the Apoſtle's Judg- 
ment, did not really confeſs God the Father; becauſe 
ſince the Goſpel was revealed, no Man can believe in 
and worſhip God the Father as he ought, but he who 
alſo holds God the Son. 

7. Again, in the fourth Chapter of this Epiſtle, ver 17 
the Apoſtle guards the Chriſtians againſt the Hereticks 
of his time, in theſe Words: Beloved, believe not every 
Spirit, but try the Spirits, whether they are of God ; for 
many falſe Prophets are gone out into the World. In the 
Verſes following, ver. 2, and 3, he propoſes two 
Marks, by which theſe falſe Prophets may be known, 
one of which plainly belongs to the Docetæ, the other 
to the Cerinthians and Ebionites: By this know ye the 
Spirit of God, every Spirit that confeſſes that Jeſus Chriſt 
is come in the Fleſh, is of God; but every Spirit that con- 
felſes not that Jeſus Chriſt is come in the Fleſh, is not of 
God : This is the Spirit of Anti-Chriſt, which ye have 
heard ſhould come into the World, and which is not in the 


| ; (a) Lib. 3 chap. 18. P · 278. 
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MVorld. Upon which Place of the Apoſtle, we have a 
very credible Interpreter, namely Polycarp, the Diſciple 
of St. John, who, in his Epiſtle to the Philippians, 
Cites the latter part of it, and expreſly expounds it, 
not of the open Enemies of Chriſtianity, who denied 
that Jeſus was the true Meſſiah, becauſe he was come 
in the Fleſh, i. e. in an humble Condition, (as Ero- 
tius miſtakes the Apoſtle;) but of the Hereticks, who 
+ = pol Chriſtianity. For after that the Apoſtolical 


an had exhorted the Philippians to ſerve-Jeſus Chriſt 


with all Fear and Reverence, he adds immediately: 
a) Being Followers of that which is good, keeping off from Of- 


nces, and falſe Brethren, and hypocritical Profeſſors of 
Chriſtianity, who deceive vain Men; For every one, who 
does not confeſs that Jeſus Chriſt is come in the Fleſh, is 


Anti-Chrift ; and whoſoever does not confeſs the Teſtimony or 
Martyrdom of the Croſs, is of the Devil. Therefore 
they were falſe Brethren, and Pretenders to the Name 
of Chriſt, who denied that Jeſus Chriſt was come in 
the Fleſh. This alſo is very plain from the Deſign 
of the Apoſtle, who gives the Marks and Tokens, by 
which the Faithful might diſtinguiſh falſe Prophets 


from orthodox Teachers, What need of Tokens to 


diſtinguiſh the open and profeſs'd Enemies of Chri- 
ſtianity? But who thoſe Hereticks were, who, pro- 
feſſing Chriſtianity, denied that Jeſus Chriſt was come 
in the Fleſh, we have ſeveral times told you ; namely, 
Menander, Saturninus, and the other Docetæ, (whoſe 
Hereſy Marcion revived, when Polycarp wrote theſe 
things) abſolutely denied that our Lord was come 
into this World in human Fleſh, or really ſuffer'd and 


was crucify'd ; and even (as Pohycarp ſpeaks) in no 


wiſe-confeſs'd the Martyrdom of the Croſs. Ie 
8. This Hereſy (6b) Ignatius, the other Diſciple and 
Acquaintance of St. John, every where confutes in 
his Epiſtles, eſpecially in that to the Smyrneant, which 
(a) Vol. 2. P. A. p. 186 and 187, 
(6) Fag. 36. Vol. 2. P. Ap, 
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is almoſt wholly levell'd againſt this pernicious Doc- 
trine. What, ſays he, ſhall any one 715 me, who praiſes 
me, and blaſphemes my Lord, not confeſſing him incarnate. 
Whoſoever does not afſert this, perfetHy denies him, and is 
in a State of Death. Here every one may ſee that this 
of Ignatius, not to confeſs the Lord incarnate, is alto- 
gether the ſame with that of St. John, not to confeſs 
that Jeſus Chriſt is come in the Fleſh. A little be- 
fore, in the ſame Epiſtle, Ignatius (a) had thus ex- 
plain'd the Hereſy of the Docetæ, as oppoſite to the 
Catholick Doctrine: But he truly ſuffer d, and really 
rais'd himſelf, not as ſome Infidels ſay, only ſuffer'd in Ap- 
pearance, themſelves only being | Chriſtians] in Appearance. 
The Senſe is, that they who teach that our Lord was 
only made Man, and only ſuffer'd in Appearance, are 
themſelves only to be accounted Chriſtians in Ap- 
pearance. Afterwards he refutes thoſe fantaſtical 
Hereticks, from the remarkable Hiſtory of Jeſus, 
ſhewing his Body, and ſuffering the Wounds upon it 
to be handled by his Diſciples, after his Reſurrection, 
and eſpecially by Thomas. Upon this Hiſtory, he 
makes this Remark : (b) Straightly they touch*d him, and x8 
being convinc d by his Fleſh and Spirit, i, e. convinced by 1 
that Experiment, they believ'd our Lord to be true 
Man and true God. For Spirit, as we have ſhewn 
before, in Chriſt, denotes among the Writers of the in 
firſt Age the divine Nature of Chriſt, eſpecially | 
where it is oppoſed to Fleſh. Ignatius here manifeſtly ih 
alludes to Thomas's Confeſſion, who, upon ſeeing and ö 
handling the Wounds of Chriſt, broke out into theſe 
Words, My Lord and my God! A little after, (c) the 
holy Man calls them Brutes in the Shape of Men, 
meaning, that they who taught contrary to the plain 
Truth, that our Lord was only Man in Appearance, 
were not worthy to be thought reaſonable Men, bur 
Brutes in human Shape. Laſtly, he obſerves. (d) of 
them, that they wholly abſtain'd from the Lord's 
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Supper, as not confeſſing that the Euchariſt was the 


Fleſh of our Saviour Jeſus Chriſt, who ſuffer'd for 
our Sins; that is, they did not believe our Lord to 
have been true Man, and really to have ſuffer d upon 
the Croſs, (which Polycarp expreſſes, to confeſs the 


Martyrdom of the Croſs) and therefore they would 
not celebrate the Memory of his Paſſion. Theſe 
plain "Teſtimonies of the two Diſciples of St. John, 
don't ſuffer us to doubt, whether the Falſe Prophets 
and Anti-Chriſts, ſaid by the Apoſtle to have denied 


that Chriſt came in the Fleſh, were any other than 


Menander, Saturninus, Baſilides, and the other Phan- 
taſticals of the firſt Age. Moreover, after Ignatius 
and Polycarp, Irenæus, Tertullian, and almoſt all the 


Antients near the Apoſtolical Age, have obſerv'd, 


that the Apoſtle, in this place, intended to cenſure 


thoſe Men. 


9. To proceed with our Apoſtle, after ſome things 


in the ſame Chapter, he charaGerizes another Hereſy 


concerning the Perſon of Chriſt, contrary to that of 
the Docetæ, ver. 15. Whoſoever ſhall confeſs that Jeſus is 
the Son of God, God dwelleth in him, and he in God. 
The oppoſite Member, expreſs'd in the former Obſer- 
vation, is underſtood here : But whoſoever ſhall not 
confeſs that Jeſus is the Son of God, God dwelleth 


not in him, nor he in God. Now it is not to be 
doubted, but that the Apoſtle demands in theſe 


Words the Confeſſion of that Son of God, whom he 
had before preach'd in this Epiſtle in part, and whom 
he more fully declares in his Goſpel, namely, of the 


Son of God, who is the Word of God the Father, 


who was in the Beginning, was with God, and was God, 
by whom all things were made, &c, By theſe Characters, 
'the Adverſaries with whom we have now to do, deny 


not that the true and proper Son of God, born of 


God the Father, before all Ages, is denoted ; nay, it 
is clear to all who will ſee, when they may. But Ce- 
rinthus did not confeſs our Jeſus to be ſuch à Son of 
God, nor Elion after him; both of them teaching, 


that 
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that Jeſus was a mere Man, not exiſting before Mary; 
both of them therefore, in the Apoſtle's Judgment, were 
Aliens from God. Now becauſe Cerinthianiſm was 
then the moſt growing Hereſy, the Apoſtle every 
where urges, inculcates, and commends that Faith, 
by which we believe Jeſus to be the Son of God (a). 
"Theſe Tokens, given in the ſecond and fourth 
Chapter of this Epiſtle, were ſufficient for the Faith- 
ful of the Apoſtolical Age to diſcover all who were 


Heterodox concerning the Perſon of our Saviour. 


This is the Sum of them, That every Teacher, who 
confeſs'd that one Jeſus Chriſt, the true Son of God, 
was really made Man for Man's Salvation, was of 
God, (namely, with reſpect to that Doctrine, as Eſtius 
well obſerves) but on the other hand, that whoever 
does not confeſs this, is to be deemed a Falſe Prophet, 
and an Anti-Chriſt, Bur the Apoſtle chiefly infiſts 
upon theſe Tokens to mark out Hereticks, who de- 
nied our Saviour to be true God, or true Man. Thus 
Tertullian (b) : John] does eſpecially call thoſe Anti- 
Chriſts in his Epiſtle, who denied that Chriſt was come in 
the Fleſh, and who did not think that Jeſus was the Son of 
God: Marcion was ef that Opinion, (and before him, 
Menander, Saturninus, and others ;) Ebion was of that 
 Opinicn alſo. J have been the longer upon this, be- 
cauſe it may hence appear not only from the Monu- 
ments of the moſt antient Fathers, but from the Apo- 
ſtolical Writings, that there were ſome in the Age of 
the Apoſtles, who denied the Divinity of our Lord, 
and who were upon that account eſteem'd by the 
Apoſtles Hereticks, and even Anti-Chriſts, (far from 

Brethren, and true Members of the Church.) Fur- 
ther, it is hence very plain, that as the Doctrine of 
our Lord's Incarnation, his being truly God, and 
truly Man, was variouſly oppos'd by various Here- 
ticks; ſo it was the moſt ſtudiouſly guarded and pre- 


(a) Cap. 3. ver, 23, J. ver. 5, 10, 11, 12, 13, 20. (b) P, 214. 
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ſerv'd by all true Paſtors of the Church, as the | 
Ground and Perfection of the Chriſtian Faith. 

10. I ſhould here have concluded what I deſign'd | 

concerning the Hereticks of the firſt Age, who de- 1 
nied our Lord's Divinity, namely, the Cerinthians and L 
Ebionites, but that I can't paſs over the ſtrange Com- d 
ment of an (a) impious Author, upon the Ebionites: for : 
if what he ſtrenuouſly contends to prove, be true, 

there is no occaſion to aſſert the Neceflity, or even 

defend the 'Truth of our Lord's Divinity ; and the — 
Ebionites, at leaſt thoſe of latter Date, were ſo far from : 
being Hereticks, that we muſt eſteem them the only 

faithful Keepers of the Apoſtolical Do&rine and Tradi- 

tion concerning Chriſt. He boldly affirms, that the 

Ebionites (who confeſs'd Chriſt born of the Virgin, but 

denied him to be God) were no other than the Naza- 

renes, or the firſt and moſt antient Chriſtians of Jeruſa- 

lem, who, after they had receiv'd the Faith of Chriſt, 
retain'd the Obſervation of the Law, and religiouſly 

preſerv'd the Doctrine of our Saviour's mere Hu- 

manity, which, forſooth! they had been taught by 

the Apoſtles ; their Church continuing to the Times of 

Adrian, by whom they were driven out of their own 

Country, call'd in Contempt Ebionites, and accounted 

Hereticks by the reſt of the Chriſtians. 'The vain 

Man pleaſes himſelf mightily with this Device, and 

greatly glories in it, as a Tradition far more antient 
and certain than all the Traditions of the Catholicks 

concerning the Son's Divinity. 

11. From what we have ſaid before, it is plain this 

is an abominable impudent Fiction. For to ſay no- 

thing of the Scripture cited by us, what A poſtolical 

Writer ever heard of it? Which of them has not given 

in his Teſtimony to the contrary? And how eaſily is 

this boaſted Tradition to be refuted from Eccleſiaſti- 

cal Hiſtory? Euſebius (b) expreſly vitneſſeth, that 

he had learn'd from the Antients, that all the fifteen 


(a) Zuicker, in his Trenicum Irenicorum, (b) Lib. 4. 


Biſhops 


chap. 5. P. 95. 
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Biſhops who preſided over the Church of Jeruſalem till 
the Times of Adrian, held the Knowledge of Chriſt 
pure and ſincere: I could no where find how long thoſe Bi- 
ſhops ſat in particular, who preſided over Jeruſalem. It is 
ſaid they all ſat but a ſhort Time. But this I have learn d 
from the Antient Monuments, that till the Time of the Siege 
under Adrian, there were fifteen in a continued Succeſſion, 
all of them originally Hebrews, and who had received the 
genuine Knowledge of Chriſt. Now Euſebius would never 
have ſaid this of them, if he had been informed by the 
Antients, that they were Ebionites; a fort of Men, 
which he charges with Impiety, for denying Chriſt ro 
be God the Word before Ages, and pronounces to be 
brought under the Power of the Devil. For thus he - 
writes concerning both ſorts of the Ebionites: (a) But 
others, whom the malignant Spirit could not abſolutely move 
from the Chriſtian Religion, finding their weak-fide, he hath 
brought under his own Power. Theſe the Antients called 
Ebionites, becauſe they thought meanly and lowly of Chriſt. 
They ſaid he was a mere common Man, and nothing elſe, 
was juſtified by a Proficiency in Virtue, and begotten of 
Mary, as other Men are. Moreover, they held the Obſer- 
vation of the Law to be abſolutely neceſſary, as tho Salva- 
tion was not to be obtained by the Faith of Chriſt only, and 
a Life led according to it. There was another ſort under 
the ſame Name, who rejected the abſurd Notion of their 
Predeceſſors, and did not deny that Chriſt was begotten of the 
Virgin by the Holy Spirit ; but theſe alſo were engaged in the 
| Impiety of thoſe before them, not confeſſing his Pre-exiſtence 

as God the Word and Wiſdom, and alſo eſpecially being e- 
qually zealous Followers of the Corporeal Worſhip of the Lau. 
Surely from theſe two Places of (b) Euſebius collated, 
it is very clear that the later Ebionites (whom Nice- 
phorus calls the Leſs) were in two reſpects different 
from the firſt Chriſtians of Jeruſalem. (I.) They had 
impious Notions of Chriſt, not confeſſing him to be 
God, the Word and Wiſdom, and to have ſubſiſted 


00 Lib. 3. chap. 27. p. 79. (b) Eccl, Hiſt. Lib. 13. chap. 13. 
ET before 
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before the Nativity of his Fleſh; but the firſt Chriſti- 
ans of Jeruſalem embrac'd the genuine Knowledge of 
Chriſt. (2.) They inſiſted upon the Moſaical Rites, as 

_ abſolutely neceſſary to be obſerved, and denied that 
the Faich of Chriſt was ſufficient without them. This 
Euſebius expreſly obſerves of the former Ebionites, and 
alſo affirms of the later, that they as well as the other 
were Admirers of the Moſaical Law; and even in this 
- plainly ſignifies, that ſome part of their Impiety 
conſiſted. The Senſe of Euſebius is plainly this, that 
thoſe Ebionites had added to their former deadly Error, 


in which they denied Chriſt to be God, that other 


pernicious one, of the Neceſſity of Moſes's Law, and 


therefore were upon two accounts impious, and out 


of the Means of Salvation. But though the Chriſtians 
of Jeruſalem obſerved Circumciſion, and other Mo- 
ſaical Rites, (according to that Conceſſion the Apo- 
ſtles made ro their Infirmity) Euſebius never charges 
them with Impiety for it; becauſe they both had a 
right Notion of Chriſt, and did not require the Mo- 
ſaical Obſervations at the hands of the Gentile Chri- 
ſtians. Indeed, if they had done this, they had plainly 
oppoſed the Decree of the Council of Jeruſalem, in 
which James, the firſt wir of that See, preſided. 


There is no doubt but that Euſelius thought thoſe Chri- 


ſtians of Jeruſalem culpable, thoſe eſpecially who lived 


after the Deſtruction of the Temple by Titus, in that 


they did not at length perceive that the Ritual Wor- 
ſhip, preſcrib'd by DN entirely aboliſh'd : But 


he therefore praiſes them, becauſe they did not ob- 


trude thoſe legal Rites they obſerv'd, upon other 
Chriſtians ; and that in all other reſpe&s, eſpecially 
with regard to that part of it which concerns the Per- 
ſon of our Lord Chriſt, they ſincerely held the Ca- 
tholick Faith. ; 

12. Sulpicius Severus, a very grave Hiſtorian, con- 
firms and illuſtrates this Teſtimony of Euſebius con- 
cerning the primitive Church of Jeruſalem, and her 
Biſhops, in theſe Words: Becauſe the Chriſtians . were 


thought. 
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thought for the moſt part Jews (for then the Church of Je- 
ruſalem had no Biſhop, but who was of the Circumciſion) 
Adrian order d a Band of Soldiers to keep perpetual Watch, 
and hinder all the Jews from coming to Jeruſalem. This 
indeed was of good uſe to Chriſtianity, becauſe then almoſt 
all believ'd Chriſt to be God, and obſervd the Lau. For 
it was order d by Chriſt, that the Servitude of the Law 
ſhould be taken away by the Liberty of Faith and the Church. 
Here the Words [almoſt all] are uſed, becauſe there 
were then at Jeruſalem (a) Gentiles, who embrac'd the 
Faith, although fewer than the Jews, who beliey'd 
Chriſt to be God, without obſerving the Law. 
Now, what Euſebius reports from the Antients of 
the Chriſtians at Jeruſalem, who were of the Cir- 
cumciſion, namely, that they had receiv'd the genuine 
Faith and Knowledge of Chriſt ; the ſame, but a 
little more clearly, Sulpicius affirms here, when he 
teſtifies that they believ d Chriſt to be God. Nothing 
can be more clear. Wherefore, if they who were 
called Nazarenes, were the Poſterity and Offspring 
of the Chriſtians of Jeruſalem, who were of the Cir- 
cumciſion, (as moſt learned Men think ;) and if they 
did really (as the Author of the Irenicum ſays) take 
Chriſt to be a mere Man, we muſt conclude, that 
they had gone off from the Faith of their Anceſtors. 
13. But we have very good Authority for ſaying, 
that the Nazarenes alſo had more ſublime Notions of 
Chriſt. Philaſtrius does not charge them with any 
Hereſy concerning the Perfon of Chriſt ; and Auſtin, 
in his Book of Hereſies, () after he had ſpoke of the 
Cerinthians, who taught that Men ſhould be circum- 
ciſed, and that ſuch other Precepts ought to be ob- 
ſerv'd, that Jeſus was only a Man, &c. thus explains 
the Teners of the Nazarenes and Ebionites (c): The 
Nazarenes, though they confeſs Chriſt to be the Son of 
God, (and in that reſpect diſſent from the Cerinthians, 
who held that he was only Man) get obſerve all the old 
(a) Chriſtians in the Emperor's Notions 
(b) Cap. 8. (c) 9 & 10. 
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Law (in this agreeing with the Cerinthians) which the 
Chriſtians had learnt not to obſerve carnally from Apoſtolical 
Tradition, but to underſtand ſpiritually, The Ebionites 
Guſt as the Cerinthians) alſo ſaid that Chriſt was 
only Man ; they obſerve the carnal Precepts of the 
Law, &c, Here it is manifeſt (notwithſtanding this 
Author's Cavils) that Auſtin intended in this to di- 
ſtinguiſh the Nazarenes from the Cerinthians and Ebio- 
nites; that the Nazarenes did not confeſs him to be 
Man only, as the Cerinthians and Ebionites, but the 
Son of God, and ſo God. Beſides, it is well known 
what Auſtin meant by confeſſing Chriſt to be the Son 
of God; for he own'd no other Son of God than 
that, which was begotten of God the Father, before 
all Ages. Moreover, there is alſo a very plain Teſti- 
mony of Jerome s, where he thus writes concerning 
Cerinthus, Ebion, and the Nazarenes (a): F this be 
true, we are fallen into the Hereſy of Cerinthus and Ebion, 
who believing in Chriſt, were for this alone anathematix d 
by the Fathers; That they mix d the legal Ceremonies with 
the Chriſtian Goſpel, and ſo held the new, as not to let go 
. the old. But why do I ſpeak of the Ebionites, who only 
pretend themſelves Chriſtians ? Even to this Day, in all the 


Synagogues of the Eaſt, there is an Hereſy calld the Minzi, 


commonly the Nazarenes, who believe in Chriſt the Son of 
God, born the Virgin Mary, and ſay it is he who ſuffer'd 


under Pontius Pilate, and roſe again, in whom we believe. 


But whilſt they would both be Jews and Chriſtians, they are 
neither. In which Words, Jerome agrees with Auſtin, 
and expreſly ſays, that they believ'd in that Son of 
God, in which we believe: ſo that he owns no diffe- 
rence between the Nazarenes and the Catholicks in 


this Doctrine of the Son of God. That this was 


Jerome's Meaning, will yet be more plain, from his 
Deſign in the Place cited. There was a Controverſy 
between Jerome and Auſtin, upon the Words of 
St. Paul va regowmy am ayTeily Whether he did in 


(a) Ep. 89. ad Auguſtin, | 
8 earneſt 
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earneſt blame Peter, or whether the whole was fictitious, 
and tranſacted between them in a holy Diſſimulation. 
Auſtin held the former, and that rightly : Jerome, from 
the Conſent of ſome Greek Interpreters, defended the 
latter, contrary to the plain 'Truth, rendering theſe 
Words, m Tg6owmy, not to his Face, but in Appearance. 
The chief Argument by which he defended his Opinion, 
(into which he ingenuouſly confeſſes that he fell by chance, 
whilſt in reading the Greek Commentaries, and trea- 
ſuring up ſeveral things in his Mind, he call'd for his 
Notary, and dictated to him ſometimes his own 
"Thoughts, ſometimes another's, without Regard to 
Order, Words, or Senſe) was thus : 'That Paul him- 
ſelf ſometimes judaiz'd, therefore could not juſtly 
charge Peter with what he himſelf was guilty of. To 
this Auſtin very well anſwer'd, That Paul did not 
blame Peter for obſerving the Jewiſh Cuſtoms, in which 
he was born and educated, though he did not ob- 
ſerve them among the Gentiles; but for impoſing them 
upon the Gentiles by his own Example, which Paul 
never did. For the legal Ceremonies might be in- 
dulg*d to the Jews for a Time, though they ought 
not to be impoſed upon the Gentiles, Jerome, not 
willing to take this Anſwer, inveighs againſt Auſtin 
in his oratorial manner, as though the Sum of his 
Opinion had been, that even ſince the Goſpel of Chriſt, 
the believing Jews might do well to keep the Precepts 
of the Law, i. e. offer Sacrifice, Oc. Againſt this 
Opinion, which indeed is not Auſtin's, he thus argues, 
fighting with his own Shadow: F this be true, we are 
fallen into the Hereſy of Ebion and Cerinthus, who be- 
lieving in Chriſt, were for this only anathematiz'd by the 
Fathers, that they mix'd the legal Ceremonies with the Chri- 
ſtian Goſpel. In theſe Words, Jerome did not mean 
that Cerinthus and Ebion held no other Hereſy, for 
which they were anathematiz'd by the Fathers, (for 
he could not but know, that Ebion was condemn'd by 
the Antients for denying Chriſt's Divinity, and that 
Cerinthus was expell'd for the ſame, and ſome other 
DE, heretical 
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If heretical Tenets;) but that if they had been in all * 
I other reſpects Orthodox, this Error alone would have J 
| been ſufficient Ground for an Anathema. Now being : 4 
# ſenſible that he might be call'd to account for this, „ 
Wh by the Adverſary he had rais'd to himſelf, he recedes f , 
i from the Example of Ebion and Cerinthus, and puts bi 
ut the whole of his Cauſe upon another Example from * , 
i the Nazarenes, which could not bear a Cavil. But P | 
A why, ſays he, do I ſpeak of the Ebionites, who pretend E 
"bf themſelves Chriſtians? Even to this Day, through all the 
1 Synagogues of the Eaſt, &c. As if he ſhould ſay, As 1. 
8k to the Ebionites, perhaps you'll object, and I don't de- wr 
* ny it, that they had impious Notions concerning our 35 
ut Lord Chriſt, as though he was only a Man, therefore 2 
1 though they feign'd themſelves ſuch, they were not = 
1 to be accounted true Chriſtians ; but with reſpe& to 8 
1 the Nazarenes, no ſuch thing can be pretended, they — 
1 were in all things Catholick, except the Obſervation f 
| Mi of the Moſaical Law; and yet for that, deem'd Here- ſe g 
Mi ticks by the Church. It is very plain, that this is 2 
8 Jerome's Meaning. Now no body could know the * 
- Opinion of the Nazarenes better than Jerome, who 1; g 
1 had uſed their Converſation, and had been favour'd R. 
1 by them with an Opportunity of copying the Hebrew F : 
14 Goſpel of St. Matthew, as he himſelf tells us. (a) 15 
1 14. To the Teſtimonies brought already, I will add = 
i two others, in which, though the Nazarenes are not — 
1 particularly mention'd, they and their Opinion ſeem 2 
to me to be manifeſtly declar'd : The former ſhall be by, 
1 that of a Writer, without doubt, much antienter _ gal 
j1 j than any yet cited, Juſtin Martyr, in his Dialogue Ch 
[i j with Trypho the Few; where Trypho propoſes ſome i 
Ib Queſtions concerning the Obſervation of the Maſaical M 
0 Law to Juſtin's Solution. The firſt, concerning thoſe ſul 
Wl who liv'd under the Law before the Coming of Chriſt, I 
1 is this: Shall they who liv'd according to the Law of he 
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Moſes, live with Enoch, Noah, and Job, in the Reſur- 
(a) De Seriptor. Eccl, in Matth, 
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rection? To which Juſtin anſwers (a): In the Lau of 
Moſes, thoſe Things 'which are naturally excellent, pious 


and juſt, are enacted to. be perform d by the Obedient ; and 


alſo thoſe things are found in it, which were commanded jor 
the hardneſs of the Peoples Hearts, which they alſo ol ſerv d, 
who were under the Law. Wherefore, they who did ſuch 
things, as were univerſally, naturally, and perpetually good, 
pleaſed God, and by this Chriſt ſhall be ſav'd in the Reſur- 
rection, as well as thoſe their juſt and pious Anceſtors 
Enoch, Noah, Job, or any others ; together with thoſe 


who acknowledge this Chriſt the Son of God, who was before 


Lucifer and the Moon; and who being incarnate by a Vir- 
gin of the Stock of David, coudeſcended to be born, that 


by this Diſpenſation the Serpent, malignant from the Begin= 


ning, and the Angels, like him, might be ſubdued, Death 


vanquiſh'd, and might wholly ceaſe from them at the ſecond 


Coming of Chriſt, who believe in him, and live as he would 
have them, and then might be no more ; when ſome ſhall be 
ſent into the Condemnation and Puniſhment of eternal Fire ; 
and others live together in a Freedom from ſuffering, in In- 
corruptibility, in Indolence aud Immortality. Of which 
Anſwer this is the plain Meaning : 'That thoſe, who 
living under the Law of Moſes, both obſerv'd the 
| Rites impos'd upon them by God, and eſpecially 
faithfully obey'd the eternal Laws of Juſtice ; as alſo 
the pious Men who were before the Law, ſhould ob- 
tain eternal Life through the Grace of Chriſt, toge- 
ther with us Chriſtians, although they had not that 


explicit Faith concerning Chriſt, which is now requir'd 


of us. And that the explicit Faith requiſite to our 
Salvation, under the Goſpel, is, to acknowledge Jeſus 
Chriſt to be the Son of God, who was before Ages; 
and in the Fulneſs of Time being incarnate, was made 
Man of a Virgin, in order by that Diſpenſation, to 
ſubdue the Devil and Death; who ſhall come again 
in the End of the World to judge all Men, to puniſh 
the Wicked with eternal Fire, and exalr the Pious to 


(a) pag. 263, & 264. T2 | | 
Vol. II. K the 
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the Kingdom of eternal Glory and Bliſs. Here, by 


IN the way, let the Reader obſerve the Rule of Faith on! 
#1 concerning Chriſt, given by Juſtin, as neceſſary to all, 
| Salvation, and lay it up in his Memory, to ſerve him ma 
| upon occaſion. After this, Trypho asks whether he (as 
#1 who. embrac'd this Faith concerning Chriſt, and re- He 
I; tain'd with it the Obſervation of the Moſaical Law, 
#4 could be fav'd? But if, ſays he, ſome Perſons will ſtill ly, 
1 live in the Obſervation of the Moſaical Law, and yet be- Cr 
1 lieve in this crucify'd Jeſus, owning him to be the very Sa 
g 1 Chriſt of God, (namely, what you, Juſtin, have juſt the 
1 now deſcribed him) and that the Judgment of all things wc 
10 it committed to him, aud that his Kingdom is eternal (as up! 
Rf you have alſo aſſerted) can theſe alſe be ſav'd ? To this ſee 
|; eſtion before Juſtin anſwers, he, in his turn, asks Ct 
rypho ſome things concerning thoſe Rites which can, ha 
or cannot be abſery'd ſince the Deſtruction of the an 
Temple. After Trypho has diſpateh'd theſe, he re- 2 
peats his Queſtion, and again asks whether he who he 
holds the Faith in Chriſt; above deſerib'd, and yet ſh 
will obſerve thoſe legal Rites, which can be obſerved | Ar 

now, may be fav'd? To which Juſtin at length an- 
ſwers, in theſe Words: { is my Opinion, Trypho, that Bo 
ſuch an one ſhall be ſav'd, unleſs he univerſally and rec 
ftrenuouſly contends to perſuade others, I mean thoſe of the lic: 
Gentiles, who have been circumcis*d from Zrror by Chriſt, thi 
10 obſerve the ſame things he does, aud affirms they can't be tas 
fav'd except they do fo. From theſe Words {It is my dit 
Opinion] Trypbo takes occaſion to ask another Queſtion : ho 
Are there any then, who ſay ſuch Men ſhall not be ſaw'd? BY.” 
As if he ſhould have ſaid, It ſeems ſtrange to me, me 
that any Chriſtian ſhould deny them Salvation who of 
believe as they do in all other reſpects, for this Rea= | dhe 
ſon only, That they are tenacious of a Law made by W 
God. But Juſtin anſwers: There are ſuch, Trypho, M 
and thoſe who carry the Matter ſo far, as that they dare not 4 the 
cenverſe or eat with them; but I am not of their mind. Ss In 
They thought that after ſo long and ſo clear a Pro- | do 


mulgation of Chriſt's Goſpel, Mefſes's Law was not 
| only 
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only dead, but killing. Nor does Juſtin deny it at 
all, but grants that ſome of theſe Judaix ing Chriſtians 
may be ſaved, namely they only who through Infirmity 
(as he ſays afterwards) adhered to the Myſaical Rites, 
Hence then it is clear, that there were Jews in Juſtin's 
time, who mix'd the Catholick Faith of Chriſt, name- 
ly, that he was the Son of God, who exiſted before all 
Creatures, and at a certain time was incarnate for the 
Salvation of Men, and was made Man of a Virgin, with 
the Obſervation of the Ritual Law of Moſes ; but yet 
would not impoſe the neceſſity of obſerving this Law 
upon the Gentile Chriſtians. Who were theſe, I be- 
ſeech you ? No other certainly than the Nazarenes, or 
Chriſtians of Jeruſalem, who now in the Days of Juſtin 
had been driven out of their own Country by Adri- 
an (a). Theſe things Juſtin wrote concerning the 
Nazarenes ; for ſome time after in the ſame Dialogue, 
he tranſiently laſhes the Tenet of the Ebionites, as we 
ſhall ſhew hereafter, when we come to Epiſcopius's 
Arguments... | 

15. Another Teſtimony I ſhall fetch from the Gxth 
Book of the Apoſtolical Inſtitutions, where the Author, 
reckoning up the Hereticks who diſturb'd the Apoſto- 
lical Church, in particular touches upon the Cerin- 
_ thians and Ebionites, where he takes notice of thoſe who 
taught, that it was neceſſary to be circumeis'd accor- 
ding to the Law, and to believe in Jeſus Chriſt, as an 
holy Man and a Prophet. Afterwards he explains the 
Apoſtolical Doctrine againſt all the Hereticks, whoſe 
mad Tenets he had before mention d. But in the end 
of the Chapter, he expounds the Catholiek Faith in 
theſe Words, directly againſt Cerinthus and Ebion (b): 
We confeſs Chriſt, not a mere Man, but God the Word and 
Man, the Mediator of God and Men, the High Prieſt of 
the Father; neither are we circumcis'd, as the 15 are. 
In the Chapter immediately following, (c) he has to 
do with others, who thought the Rituals of Moſes were 


(a) Vol. I. P. A, p.339. (6) F. 340. ) P. 341. 
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to be obſerved by them. The Title of the Chapter is, 
Againſt them who confeſs [Chriſt] and yet will Judaixe, 
i. e. Againſt thoſe who in all other things held the Ca- 
tholick Faith explain'd in the Chapter before, and eſpe- 
cially that part of it which is in the laſt Chapter, 


namely, that Chriſt is God and Man, but yet ſo far 


conſented to the Fews, and departed from the Chriſti- 
ans, as ſtill to adhere to the ritual Law of Moſes. Now 
who can doubt but that theſe, who confeſs'd, and 
would notwithſtanding Judaize, were the very Naza- 
renes. After this manner we before heard Jerome 
teſtifying concerning the Nazarenes, that they con- 
feſs'd the ſame Son of God in whom we believe, but, 
whereas they would be both Jews and Chriſtians, they 
were really neither: and indeed you will never find 
any but the Ngzarenes, to whom Pſeudo-Clement's De- 
ſcription agrees. , 


16. The "Teſtimony of one Man, (a) Theodoret, a 


Writer of the later Age, affirming, that the Nazarenes 
only honour'd Chriſt as a juſt Man, is of little weight 


againſt theſe ſo many, and ſo conſiderable Teſtimonies 


ok the Antients. As for (5) Epiphanius, tho he joins 
the Nazarenes to the Cerinthians as Men of the ſame 
Sentiments, yet in the ſame Hereſy he ingenuouſly con- 
feſſes, that he had not found what opinion the Naza- 
renes had of Chriſt, namely, whether they held the Ce- 
rinthian Impiety, or the Catholick Notion. For thus 
he writes concerning them: Concerning Chriſt, I cannot 


* ſay whether hurry'd on by the Impiety of the Cerinthians, 


or Merinthians, they think him to be a mere Man; or, as 


the truth is, affirm that he was begotten of Mary by the 


Holy Spririt. Tis ciear then that Epiphanius did not 
know their Tenets. What he had inconſiderately ſaid 
before, that the Opinions of the Cerinthians and Na- 
z arenes were alike, Theodoret, who writes after him, 
ſeems to have taken up, and from thence to have deli- 
ver'd, that the Nazarenes as well as the Cerinthians 


| (a) Heretic. Fab. Lib. 2. ä (b) Here. 29. Cap. 1. 
| honour'd 


.. no nLEoenSsSTCCOASSTTLansskzsrucost oi 


I: 
; 
" 
= 
* 
; 
27 
Þ 
*%y 
. 
iD 
25 
I 
6 2 
z 
2 
8 
2 
M1 
l 
5 WL 
3 3 
* 
* 
* 
7 
8 


the CaTHoLicx' CHURCH, (5c. 149 


honour®d Chriſt only as a juſt Man. Epiphanius indeed 
writes, that the Nazarenes and Ebionites laid their 
heads together, and communicated to each other their 
wicked Hereſy. Nor is it unlikely indeed that the 
latter Nazarenes, a long time rejected and deſpis'd by 
the generality of Chriſtians, contracted a familiarity 
with the Ebionites upon account of their common Sen- 
timent concerning the Obſervation of the Maſaical 
Rites, and from thence that ſome of them were at 


length polluted by their Hereſy. Perhaps alſo the 


Ebionites, call'd the Later, or the Leſs, who are not 
mention'd by any one before Origen, might be of the 
number of theſe degenerated Nax arenes. But how- 
ever, the plain Teſtimonies juſt now alledg'd by us 
from the Antients put it out of all doubt, that there 
were Nazarenes long after the Siege of Jeruſalem in 
Adrian's time, and at leaſt down to the times of Je- 
rome and Auſtin, who kept the Faith of the firſt Na- 
Larenes, the primitive Chriſtian Church of the Cir- 
cumciſion at Jeruſalem, entire ; namely, who believed 


Chriſt to be God, tho they obſerv'd the Law. 


17. From all theſe it. appears ſufficiently, how the 
Author of the Irenicum does in vain fatigue himſelf in 


colouring the execrable Hereſy of the Ebionites, and 


in challenging it as the very Tenet deliver'd by the 


Apoſtles themſelves to the firſt Chriſtians at Jeruſalem, 


namely, to t he Nazarenes. It is not neceflary then 
to contend much with this Sophiſt about the Name 
EBION, and the Original of it. But yet, fince I find 
ſome learned Catholicks are of his Opinion in this 
Point, ſo as to deny that there ever was an Hereſiarch, 
whoſe Name was Ebion; and that the Name of Ebio- 
nites was antiently given to thoſe Jewiſh Chriſtians, by 
way of Reproach, who had a low and mean Opinion 
of our Lord ; I ſhall therefore ſay ſomething briefly 
concerning this Matter. One of the moſt antient He- 
reſiologers we now have, Tertullian I mean, expreſsly 


ſays in a place afore- cited, that there was onoe a Fel- 


low of that Name, who thus far went along with Ce- 
3 rinthus, 
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rinthut, as to teach that our Lord was only Man. Phi- 
laſtrius, Jerome and Epiphanius agree with Tertullian ; 
ſo alſo Ruſſinus and others (a). Nor does it ſignify 
any thing againſt this, that the Word Ebion (as many 
have obſerved) in the Hebrew denotes ( poor]. For 


from this you can conclude no more, than that the 


Notion of Ebion concerning Chriſt, correſponded to 
his Name. Thus in the Sacred Scriptures, As his Name 
is, fois he; his Name is Nabal, and Fh is with him. 
The like Allufions to the Names of Hereſiarchs fre- 
quently occur in Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory. So Euſebius 
(b) concerning the Manichees : Then alſo Manes, or the 
mad Man, of a Name worthy his deviliſh Hereſy, attempted 


the ſubverſion of * Reaſon ; the Devil himſelf, that Oppoſer 


of God, Satan having produced him for the Deſtruction of 
many. In like manner, Gregory Nazianzen ſpeaks of 
(7) Avius : Arius, firnam'd ſo from Fury, diſturb*d and 
corrupted a great part of the Church. Upon which place 
Nitcetas makes this Note; Arius'from Agens, Mars, a 
very turbulent and furious Damon. Hence his Followers 
are by Athanaſius and others call'd Ariomanitæ. More 
of this kind might be produc'd, if it were worth the 
while. Epiphanius (d) plainly expounds and confirms 
our Opinion, where he thus diſcourſes concerning 


Ebion's Name: Ebion, tranſlated from Hebrew into 


Greek, is rents, (or Poor in Engliſh.) And well might 


he be call'd poor in Underſtanding, in Hope, and in Deed, 


who thought Chriſt a mere Man, one who had hope in him 
upon a poor ground of Faith, A little after he adds; 
He was truly and naturally call'd Ebion, who by Prophecy, 
1 ſuppoſe, had the very Name of it, poor and miſerable 


FPretch, from bis Parent. | 


18. Therefore they only were antiently call'd Ebio- 


wites, Who were the Diſciples of the Hereſiarch Ebion, 
and embraced both his Tenets, that the Moſaical Law 


(a) Hieron; adv. Luciferian, cap. 8. Epiphan. Hereſ. 30. 


Ruffin. in Symbol. prope finem. (ö) Lib. 7, cap. 31. p. 231; 


muſt 


. * Aogyioun, Of the Doctrine concerning the Niy©. 
de) DeArio, Orat. 20. (4) Hæreſ. 30. cap. 13. 


SO ̃ ͤÄ 
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muſt be obſerv'd, and that Chriſt was a mere Man: 
But afterwards we are taught by (a) Origen alone, that 
about the middle of the third Century, thoſe were 
called Ebionites by ſome, who held Chriſtianity toge- 
ther with the Obſervation of the Law : Some of the 
Jews, who believe on Jeſus, don't forſake the Law of their 
Fathers. They live according to it, and have gotten them- 
ſelves a Name ſuitable to the Meanneſs and Poverty of their 
Law. For a poor Man is cal d Ebion by the Jews, and 
they of the Jews who receive Jeſus as the Chriſt, are called 
Ebionites. No body that I know of, except Origen, has 
ſaid this. But ſtill this may juſtly be obſervd from 

this Paſſage, that thoſe who were then in that larger 
Senſe call d Ebionites, were not ſo call'd, becauſe they, 
like the firſt Ebionites, thoſe properly ſo nam'd, thought 
lowly and meanly concerning Chriſt, (for we have 
prov'd that all the Fews who believ'd in Chriſt, and 
obſerv'd the Law, were not of that Opinion) but be- 
cauſe of the Poverty of the Law to which they adhe- 
red, or becauſe (as St. Paul ſpeaks) they yet valued, 
and had in religious Eſteem, thoſe 'weak and beggarly 
Elements. Now in another Place, („) Origen ſpeaks 
concerning the Ebionites, in a ſtricter Senſe ſo call'd, 
thoſe who own'd not the Divinity of Chriſt, as of Per- 
ſons, who were indigent, or wanting as to the Faith 
of Chriſt. Thus much we have at large diſcourſed 
(tor ſo the nature of the thing required) concerning 
the Hereticks, who deny d the Divinity of our Lord 
in the firſt Century. What relates to the Hereticks 
of the two following Ages, who defended the ſame 
impious Tenet, we ſhall, by God's Permiſſion, diſ- 
patch with more brevity. n vw 0 


(0 Lib. 2. p. 6 (00 Comment, Ed. Huet, p. 425. 428, 
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C HAP. III. 


Of thoſe who deny d Feſus Chriſt to be True 
God, in the ſecond and third Ages. 


A BOUT the Year 190, when Severus was Emperor, 

Theodotus of Byzantium, from his Trade call'd 
Coriarius, dar'd openly to affirm and defend the perni- 
cious Tenet of the Ebionites. Caius the Presbyter, or 
ſome other antient Writer, calls him (a), the Prince 
and Father of. the Atheiſtical Apoſtaſy, who firſt ſaid 
that Chriſt was mere Man. I ſuppoſe he intended that 
he was the firſt among thoſe who were purely Chriſti- 
ans, Chriſtians of the Gentiles; for as much as the more. 
early Aſſerters of this Blaſphemy, generally defended 
Judaiſm under the Profeſſion of Chriſtianity, and were 
rather to be accounted Members of the Synagogue 
than the Church, Jews than Chriſtians, or ſomething 
betwixt both. Hence the Ebionites were by ſome of 
the Antients thrown into the Liſt of Jewiſh Hereſies, 
and diſtinguiſhed, as we ſhall ſhew hereafter, from 
the Hereticks which aroſe in the Chriſtian Church. 
Tertullian (b) ſays of this Theodotus, and his Hereſy ; 
Befides: theſe was one Theodotus of Byzantium, who be- 
ing apprehended as a Chriſtian, denied his Profeſſion | and 
ever after blaſphemed Chriſt. For he introduced the Doctrine 
of his being purely Man, and denied his Divinity; f his 
being indeed born of the Virgin by the Holy Spirit, but being 
only and barely Man, in nothing ſuperior to other Men, but 
only in Juſtice. Epiphanius (c), Auſtin, and almoſt all 
the Hereſiologers, give the ſame Account of him, Now 


%. 
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* *(a) Euſeb. E. H. Lib. 5. cap. 28. p. 159. (b) Pag. 223. 
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(-) Hæreſ. 54. De Hæ reſ. Cap. 33. 
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this impious Opiniator was anathematiz'd by Victor 
Biſhop of Rome, as (d) Caius teſtifies. | 


2. I cant think it too much here to recite a re- 
markable Story, which the ſame Caius tells us in the 


ſame place, and which is very appoſite to our preſent 
purpoſe. I will put many of our Brethren in mind of a 
notable Action in our days; what, if it had happened in 
Sodom, would, I think, have brought the Inhabitants of it 
to repentance. There was one Natalis a Confeſſor, who liv'd 
in the preſent Age, and not long ago. This Man, as it hap- 
pen d, was ſeduced by Aſclepiodotus and another Theo- 
dotus, a Silver-Smith, both of them Diſciples of that Theo- 
dotus the Currier, who was firſt excommunicated by Victor 
then Biſhop (as I ſaid before) for this Opinion, or rather 


Madneſs. Theſe Perſons perſuaded Natalis to accept a Sa- 


lary, and be made Biſhop of the Hereſy, or Sect. The Sum 


they were to pay him, was one hundred and fifty Denarii a 


Month. Being now made one of them, he was often rebuk' d 
by the Lord in Dreams. For our moſt merciful God and 
Lord Jeſus Chriſt would not that he ſhould periſh out of the 
Church, who had been a Confeſſor of his Sufferings in it. 


But when Natalis little regarded theſe Night-Vifions, being 


captivated by the Honour of Precedency among them, and the 
Defire of filthy Lucre (which has deſtroy d many) he was 
at length beaten with Whips, and much wounded by Saints 
all the whole Night; ſo that he aroſe as ſoon as it was Light, 


put on Sackcloth and Aſhes, and immediately threw himſelf 


with Tears at the Feet of Zephyrinus the Biſhop, proſtra- 
ted himſelf not only to the Clergy, but the Laity; affected 
and mov d the merciful Church of the merciful Saviour with 


bis weeping. Having uſed much intreaty, and ſhew'd them 


the Stripes of thoſe Wounds he had received when a Con- 
fefſor, he was at laſt with difficulty admitted to Communion. 
So hard was it fora Man, who had otherwiſe deſer- 
ved very well of Chriſtianity, to recover the Peace of 

the Church, after he had fall'n into that impious He- 
reſy. As for the repeated Viſions, in which Chriſt is 


(d) In the place juſt now cited from Euſebius. 
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ſaid to have ſhew'd himſelf an Aſſertor of his own 
Majeſty, and to have chaſtis'd the Madneſs of the 
laps'd Confeſſor, no Man will eafily reject them, who 
obſerves that they are told by the very Confeffor him- 
ſelf, when a ſerious Penitent for his very foul Lapſe, 
before many Witneſſes, to the moſt of whom then li- 
ving, the grave Author of this Story appeals ; and 
who recollects that there are many Examples of fuch 
Viſions, even in the moſt authentick Writings of the 


third Century. See the very learned Dodwell*s Cypria- 


nic Diſſertations (e). f 
3. Not far from the beginning of the third Century, 
there was one Artemon, or Artemas, an Enforcer of the 
Theodotian Hereſy. Againſt him and his Diſciples, 
Caius, or the antient Writer, above-cited, wrote a 

learned Piece. In that the Author, as Euſebius (J) ſays, 

writes exactly thus of the Artemonites : They affirm that all 
the Antients, and even the Apoſtles themſelves, receiv'd and 
taught what they now aſſert ; that the true Doctrine was 
preſeruv'd till the times of Victor the thirteenth Biſhop of 

Rome from Peter, but was adulterated in the time of his 
Succeſſor Zephyrinus. Now what they ſay might ſeem true, 
may be, unleſs the Holy Scriptures were againſt it in the firſt 

place, and then the Books of certain Brethren more antient 

than Victor, which they wrote in defence of the Truth, a- 

gainſt the Gentiles, and the Hereticks of their own Age. 

Such are Juſtin, Miltiades, Tatian, Clement, and many 
ethers, in all whoſe Writings the Divinity of Chriſt is main- 
tain d. As for the Books of Irenæus, Melito, &c. in 

which they have preached Chriſt, as God and Man, they are 
too well known to he mentioned. The (g) Pfalms alſo and 

Songs of the Brethren wrote from the beginning by the Fuith- 

Jul, do all celebrate Chriſt as the Word of God, and aſcribe 
to him Divinity. Since then the Doctrine of the Church has 

been preached ſo many Years ago, how is it that all Perſons 


(e) Diſſertation IV, bon Ep. 8. (f) Euſeb. E. H. Lib. 5. 
cap. 28. p. 158, 159. (g) See Pliny Ep. 9. Lib. 10. And 
the Obſervations upon this place of Caius, in the Defence of the N. C. 
Seb 3. cap. 2. ſedt.: 24. e | 
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have only promulg d their Doftrine til ViRor's Days ? 
IWhere is their Modeſty to dreſs up ſuch a Calumny againſt 
Victor, when they know that Theodotus Coriarius, the 


Author and Parent of that impious Defection, and who firſt 


aſſerted that Chriſt was mere Man, was excommunicated 
fer it by Victor? For if, as they ſay, Victor approved 

their Blaſphemy, why did he remove the Author of it, Theo- 
dotus, from the Church? IT have the more willingly 
tranſcribed this entire and remarkable Fragment of the 
learned Author, that all Perſons may ſee the prodigi- 
ous Impudence of the Jrezitum, which calls the Arte- 
monites, the moſt creditable Evidences of Apoſtolick 
Tradition. For ſurely it is from hence clear, that 


they ſtood convicted of the moſt flagrant Untruth in 


this Pretence. Nay, I dare affirm that this one Frag- 
ment of our venerable Author rightly conſider'd, is a 
ſufficient Confutation of all the fictitious Stuff pack d 
up together by that Scribler. But what is moſt to 
our purpoſe, it is alſo very clear that the Artemonites 
were thrown out of the Catholick Church, from the 
Words of the Antiochian Fathers concerning Paulus Sa- 
moſatenus then Anathematiz'd : Thus they (a) ſpeak 
in their Synodical Epiſtle, Ler him write to Artemas, 
and let the Artemonites communicate with him. 


4. In the ſame (5) Age not long after, Beryllus the 
| Biſhop of Boſtra overturning the Rule of the Church, 


attempted to bring in certain Doct rines different from the 
Truth, preſuming to ſay, that our Lord and Saviour did 
not properly exiſt before he came among Men, nor had a pro- 
per Divinity, but only the Adminiſtration of the Futher s 


committed to him. From theſe Words of Euſebius, one 


may conjecture that he | Beryllus] alluded to the Hereſy 
of Noetus, afterwards Sabellianiſm. But Jerome has 


faid no ſuch thing of him. Pl cite his Words pre- 


ſently. Now a great many Biſhops met in Council 
againſt him, with an intent, no doubt, to excommu- 


(a) Euſeb. E. H. Lib. 3. cap. 30. p. 23% 
(5) Euſeb, E. H. Lib. 6. cap. 33 P. 188. 
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nicate him; but Origen being there, and convincing 


him of his Error, he ſubmitted to the Truth, and re- 
turn'd to the Antient ſound Sentiment. Thus alſo (a) 


Jerome ſpeaks of him: Beryllus the Biſhop of Boſtra in 
Arabia, after he had governed the Church gloriouſly for 
Jome time, at laſt falling into that Hereſy, which denies that 
Chrift was before his Incarnation, being ſet right by Origen, 
Wrote ſeveral little Pieces, and eſpecially Epiſtles, in which 
be thanks Origen, c. 


5. About the (6b) Year 260, the famous Paul, call'd 


Samoſatenus from his own Country, and from his See 
Antiochenus, reviv'd the Hereſy of the Artemonites. He 
had a low and mean Opinion of Chriſt, contrary to the Do- 


&rine of the Church, as tho he was only a common Man by 


| Nature, Thus (c) Athanaſius writes of him :, Paul of 


Samoſata confeſſes God of the Virgin, God born in Naza- + 


reth, thence taking the beginning of his Exiſtence, and of 
his Kingdom ; he alſo confeſſes the Word and Wiſdom from 
Heaven active in him, which by Predeſtination was before 
Ages, but was only in Act exhibited from Nazareth. Here 
by the Word, which is in Chriſt, Paul underſtood not 
the Perſon of the Word, or Son of God; for he 


own'd no ſuch Word: bur a certain Divine Power, 


by which he was conceiv'd in the Womb of the Virgin, 
and which ever after operated in him. Thus only did 
he think that Chriſt was conceiv'd by the Holy Spirit, 
(for he did not own any ſuch thing as a Divine Per- 
fon under that Name) and for this reaſon did he be- 
lieve that he was call'd God in Scripture. Auſtin (d) 
ſays of the ſame Paul and his Followers : The Pauli- 
ans, from Paulus Samoſat. ſay, That Chriſt was not al- 
ways, that he took his Beginning from his Birth of the Vir- 
gin, aud they think him nothing but a Man. This was 
formerly the Hereſy of one Artemon, but retriev'd in its 
decay by Paulus. But let us hear the Fathers of the 


Antiochian Synod, who certainly beſt underſtood Paul's 


() De Script. Ecel. cap. 71. ( Euſeb. Lib. 7. cap. 27. 
p. 226. (e) Tom. 1. Pars 2. p.942. (4) De Hæreſ. c. 44. 
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Opinion. They in their (a) Snodical Epiſtle teſtify, 
that this Paul deny'd his God and Lord, #. e. deny'd 
the Divinity of our Lord and Saviour Chriſt. A little 
after in the ſame Epiſtle they ſay, that he would not 
with them confeſs that the Son of God came down 
from Heaven; but ſaid that he was from below. Laſt- 
ly, in the ſame place they expreſly call him a Perſon 
who has abjur'd the Myſtery, and gone in to the ex- 
ecrable Hereſy of Artemas. Paul then and Artemas a- 
greed in their Notion of Chriſt © '— 
6. Some of the Antients ſay, that Paul made his 
Court to Zenobia, a Jeweſs (as (b) Athanaſius ſays) 
but however much addicted to Judaiſm, and then 
Queen of the Eaſt, by the defence of this Jewiſh Blaſ- 
phemy. So (c) Chryſoſtom and Theodoret. After ſome 
ſuch fort the modern Defenders of Arian and Samoſa- 
tenian Principles with us, contend that the Doctrine 
of Chriſt the coeſſential Son of the Father, and con- 
ſequently that of the Holy conſubſtantial Trinity, 
ſhould be wholly ſuppreſs'd in the Church, that it 
may not give any further hindrance to the Converſion 
of the Turks and Jews (d). They would have us, for- 
ſooth, not to be Chriſtians indeed, that we may make 

a ſort of Chriſtians of thoſe Infidelss 

7. There were two Synods of Biſhops aſſembled a- 
gainſt this impious Man, at Antioch. In the former of 
them indeed, under the (e) Emperor Gallienus, about 
the twelfth Year of his Reign, and the 265th Year of 
_ Chriſt, the Sophiſt deceiv'd the Biſhops by Pretences, and 
eſcap'd with impunity : But in the latter, a very nume- 
rous Synod, under Aurelian about the Year 270, Mal- 
chion, a Presbyter, and a very learned Perſon, detected 
his Hereſy plainly ; and then he was not only degraded 
from the Epiſcopal Dignity, but alſo entirely forbid- 
den all Communion with the Catholick Church. Eu- 


(a) Euſeb. Lib. 7. cap. 30. p- 228. () Tom. 1. Pars 1. 
p- 386. (c) Homil. 8. in Joannem. Hæretic. Fab. Lib. 2. 
cap. 8. (d) See the Anſwer tothe Queries, p. 14. (e) Euſeb. 

E. H. Lib. 7. cap. 27, & 28. p. 226, & 227+ 
2 5 ſebius 
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ſchius (a) thus briefly gives us the Hiſtory of that 
Synod : In the Times of this Emperor | Aurelian] a Snod 

5 pr, very many Biſhops was aſſembled ; in which this Here- 
frarch Paul, was convicted at Antioch, and being by all 
found guilty of that falſe Tenet, was excommunicated the 
whole Catholick Church under Heaven. One Malchion, a 
very eloquent Man, did chiefly confute and diſcover his ſtudy'd 
Subterfuges. It is worthy Obſervation, how | vehe- 
mently and how ſharply .the holy Fathers inveigh 
againſt the Hereſiarch, and his Hereſy, in their Sy- 
nodieal Epiſtle : (b) They call him a Man, who denied 
his God, who receded from the Rule of Faith, i. e. was an 
Apoſtate, who ſet himſelf in oppoſition to God. They call 
his Opinion a deadly Doctrine, ſuch a degree of Malice as 
denied God, an execrable Hereſy. Hence it is manifeſt, 
that the Great and Holy Synod, and conſequently the 
Catholick Church of that Age, thought the Doctrine 


be known and believ'd in order to Salvation. 


fiaſtical Hiſtory of the third Century, who, after this 
Paul, oppos'd the Divinity of our Saviour, except 
one Lucian, Who was alſo excommunicated for it. (c) 
9. Some of our modern Arians may here object, 
that all the Hereticks afore-mention'd denied that 
Chriſt was before Mary, which the Arians acknow- 
ledge, yea, they confeſs that he was before all Ages; 
therefore all that is urged, how much ſoever it may 
concern the Sociuiaus, does not all affect the Arians : 
but this is nothing to the purpoſe. For it is plain 
that the Hereticks afore-mention'd, were coandemn'd 
by the Church, for a Reaſon common to them with 
the Arians themſelves, namely, for denying that our 
Saviour was God. Look back upon what has been 
obſerv'd in this Chapter concerning Theodotus, Arte- 


- (a) Chap. 29. p. 227. (5) E. H. Euſeb. Lib. 7. chap. 30. 
(e) Ses the Defence of the Nicene Creed, Se, 2. chap. 13. ſect. d. 


of our Lord's real Divinity abſolutely neceflary to 


8. I remember not any other Perſon. in the Eccle- 


mon, and Paul of Samaſata, from the Antients, and 


; you'll 


eee 
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you'll ſee that the Fathers place every one of their 
Hereſies in this; not that they made our Saviour a 
Being lower in the Creation than he. really was, but 
that they made him a mere Creature, and did not own 
him as truly God. In a word, they were convicted of 
and condemn'd for a Hereſy, | that denied God, as 
Caius ſays of Theodotus and Artemon, and the Autiochias 
Fathers of Paul of Samoſata. Now certainly the 
Hereſy of Arius was no leſs an Hereſy that denied 
God than theirs: nor was the Difference betwixt 

their Opinion and that of Arius ſuch, as that the 
Church could think the one tolerable, but the other 
worthy the ſevereſt Cenſure. For by both of them 
Chriſt was determin'd to be a mere Man, only they 
were not agreed upon the Time when he began to 


be ſo. 


10. This notwithſtanding we muſt add, which we 
have elſewhere obſerv'd, that the very principal Te- 
nets of Arius, namely, of the Production of the 
Word before Ages, but yet from ſome Beginning, 
and of the Diſtance of his Efſence from the Nature of 
the ſupreme God, were formerly condemn'd in the 
Church in the moſt antient Hereſiarchs, i. e. the 
Gnoſticks (a). Nor is the famous Hiſtory of Dionyſus 
Alexandrinus to be. forgot, who being falſely accus'd 
by the Sabellians to Dionyſius Romanus, of thoſe ſame 


'Tenets, which Arias afterwards aſſerted; when Diony- 


fius Romanus call'd a Synod upon that Occaſion, in 


which the Tenets were univerſally condemn'd as im- 


pious, Dionyſius Alexandrinus, who was ſaid to defend 
them, had certainly been condemn'd, unleſs he had 
ſeaſonably clear'd himſelf, by Letters, from that faul 
Calumny. (b) I ſuppoſe, then, it is very plain, from 
what has been largely diſcours'd in this Chapter, and 


that before it, that the Opinion which denies our Sa- 
| 


(a) Defence of the Nicene Creed, Sect. 2. chap. 1. ſect. 15. 

Sect 3. chap. 1. ſect. 15, and 16. chap. 10. ſeRt. 16. ASA 
(b) See this Hiſtory at large in the Teſence of the Nicene Creed, 

Sea. 2. chap. 11. ſect. 2. Oc. i | | | x 
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viour to be true God, was always held in the Church 


of the three firſt Ages for a deadly Hereſy, and a de- 
teſtable Blaſphemy ; and that thoſe who aſſerted it, 


were abſolutely rejected as impious Opiniators, and 


utter Strangers to the true ſaving Faith of Chriſt. 
Strange, then ! that Epiſcopius ſhould, with any So- 

hiſms or Pretences (for he could bring nothing ſolid 
againſt ſuch plain Teſtimonies) attempt to defend his 
contrary Aſſertion. Whatever it is he has ſaid in this 


forlorn Cauſe, I ſhall now proceed to examine accu- 


rately. 
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2 CHAP. IV. : 
Of the Creeds of the Primitive Church © And 


firſt, of the firſt and moſt antient Creed, 


and the Explications of it in Irenzus and 
Tertullian. „ 


No R the Proof of his Propoſition, namely, 
[That the Faith and Profeſſion of that ſpecial 


Filiation of Jeſus Chriſt, by which he is ſaid to be the 


Son of God before Ages, and God of God, was not 
judged neceſſary to Salvation in the primitive Churches 
from the 'Time of the Apoſtles, at- leaſt during three 


Whole Centuries] Epiſcopius (a) brings two Argu- 


ments; the firſt of which is this: (1.) The Creeds of the 
Churches, by which antiently Chriſtians were diſtinguiſh'd 
from Infidels, as by certain Badges and Tokens, and upon 
the Profeſſion of which Men were matriculated into Chri- 


ſtianity, prove it, ſays he. For in them no ſuch Profeſſion 


is required or made. The moſt antient of them, and that 
which prevail'd in the firſt Adminiſtration of Baptiſm, 


(a) Epiſcopii Vol. prim. p. 340. 
| | | even 
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even from the Times of the Apoſtles, was this: I believe in 


God, the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit; according to the 


Form preſcrib*d by our Saviour himſelf, Go teach all Na- 


tions, baptizing them in the Name of the Father, Son, 


and Holy Spirit. None of the antient Explanations of 
this Creed, which we have in Irenæus, Tertullian, &c. 
contain the Profeſſion of this Filiation, much leſs declare the 
Neceſſity of profeſſing it. And yet Irenæus ſpeaks greatly 


f his Creed, as ſo perfect, that the beſt Skill in Divinity 


could make no Additions, nor the greateſt Simplicity detract 
from it. Tertullian alſo ſays of his, That though a Man 


knew nothing beſides it, he knew all things, & c. That the 


Creed calld the Apoſtles, in what Time ſoever it was made 
(for that is uncertain) was by degrees augmented by the Ad- 
dition of this or that Article, as ſeveral Hereſies gave occa- 
ſion, is what I never doubt: This, like the other, is ſo ac- 
curately compos*d, that ſome, the Romaniſts namely, haue 
believ*d, though falſely, that it was made by all the Apo- 
ſtles, every one giving even the very Words of one Article, 
and ſome one of them by conſent putting them together ; but, 
however this be, all Chriſtian Churches have receiu'd it as 
an undoubted, perfect, Catholick Rule of Faith, if not as 
it ſtood in the three firſt Ages, at leaſt as it hath continu'd 
from the fourth Century to this day: This Creed, I ſay, 
makes no mention of this Filiation, but is content with that 
ſhort Form, I believe in Jeſus Chriſt his Only Son our 
Lord. | 


2. I anſwer, (1.) That ſach Arguments are of no 


force in this Matter; for when it is ſufficiently 


prov'd from the Teſtimonies above- cited, and as clear 


as poſſible, that the Faith and Profeſſion of this pecu- 


lar Filiation of Jeſus Chriſt, was by the Primitive 
Churches judg'd neceſſary to Salvation, who will be- 
lieve him that goes about to prove the contrary, be- 
cauſe the Creeds us'd by thoſe Churches does not 


plainly enough contain that Faith and Profeſſion > We 
ſhould rather conclude quite contrary, namely, that 


ſince it is very plain from other Arguments, that the 


Faith and Profeſſion of that Filiation was judg'd ab- 
Vor. II. 5 L . 


ſolutely 


i | 
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ſolutely neceſſary to Salvation by the Primitive 
Churches, it muſt be, that this peculiar Filiation was 
either very plainly contain'd in the Creeds they uſed, 
or certainly by them thought to be ſo. Nay, it is cer- 
tain indeed, that the Catholick Doctors, who liv'd 
long before the Nicene Creed, thought the Doctrine of 
our Lord's true Divinity to be really contain'd in the 
Rule of Faith, or Creed then receiv'd in the Church. 
For Irenaus and Tertullian, as we ſhall ſhew hereafter, 
expreſly affirm it to belong to the Rule of Faith. 
Caius alſo (a) ſays of the Artemonites, who denied 
Chriſt to be God, that they deſpis'd the Rule of an- 
tient Faith. So the Antiochian Fathers, (b) in their 
Synodical Epiſtle, ſay, that Paul of Samoſata departed 
from the Faith, was an Aprſtate. Therefore Epiſco- 
pius's Argument, if it proves any thing, proves this 
only, that the Primitive Churches have not clearly 
enough expreſs'd that Article in their Creeds; which, 
notwithſtanding, they thought neceſſary. But (2.) there 
is no Ground tor this Impeachment; and, to make it 
plain that there is not, we will go through the Creeds 
which he mentions, all along treading in his Steps. 

3. The moſt antient of them, ſays he, and what was 
uſed in the firſt Adminiſtration of Baptiſm, even from the 
Times of the Apeſiles themſelves, was this : I believe in 
God, the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. I anſwer, (I.) That 
was never taken to be a full and complear Creed, 
which did expreſly comprehend all the neceſſary Arti- 
cles of Faith, (a Man muſt ſcarce be in his Senſes, to 
think the whole Chriftian Faich was comprehended in 
ſo ſmall a Compaſs) but only a ſhort and compendious 
Confeſſion of the primary Article ot the Holy Trinity, 
to be made by the Perſon to be baptiz'd, who was firſt 
taught the Senſe of it by the Catechiſt more fully and 
exactly. (2.) But yet in this Creed (ſuch as it is) the 
true Divinity of the Son (and even of the Holy Spi- 


(a) Euſeb. E. H. Lib. 5. chap. ult. P · 160. 
O Lib. 7. chap. 30. p- 228. | 


rit) 
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rit) is as plainly deliver'd as poſſible in ſo few Words, 
For (1.) it is manifeſt, that in this Form, | I believe in 
God the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt] that the Word 

God is in common apply'd to all the Three, the Fa- 
ther, the Son, and the Holy Ghoſt, This the Greeks 
expreſs more clearly (by their diſtin&ive Article] 
Ilge 4s F Oz, F mTEH F USP, W dνhð＋ I ved. 
Thus alſo the Antients underſtood this ſhort Confeſſion, 
Hence (a) Tertul/ian, expounding the common Faith 
of the Chriſtians, in the Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghoſt, ſays: The Father is God, and the Son is God, 
and the Holy Ghoſt is God, and every one of them is God. 

Cyprian alſo thus argues againſt the Baptiſm of Heres 
ticks: () If any one could be baptiz'd among the Hereticks, 
he might alſo retain Remiſſion of Sins; and if he obtain'd 
Remiſſion of Sins, be ſandlify'd and made the Temple of 
God. I as, of what God? If of the Creator, he could 
not, who did not believe in him; if of Chriſt, neither 
could he be his Temple, who denies Chrift to be God: ef 
the Holy Spirit, fince theſe Three are One, how could the 
Holy Spirit be reconciled to him, who is an Enemy to the 
Father and the Sen? Where he plainly alludes to the 
Form of Confeſſion, concerning the Holy Trinity, 
which was uſually requir'd of thoſe who were to be 
baptiz'd, in which they profeſs'd to believe the Fa- 
ther was God, the Son God, and the Holy Ghoſt 
God, and that theſe Three are One. By the way, 2 
the attentive Reader may obſerve, that in this place 
St. Cyprian manifeſtly teaches, that the Article of the 
true Divinity of our Lord is abſolutely neceſſary to | 
Salvation: For he expreſly ſays; that he can't be the | 

Temple of God (which is the ſame as to ſay, he can't ö 
be ſav'd) who denies Chriſt to be God. But to re- j 
turn, I think that in theſe few Words, I believe in | 
God the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, that great 

Truth, that the Son and Holy Ghoſt are one God 
with the Father, is, in ſome reſpects, more clearly ex- 
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preſs'd, than in the larger Creeds that followed : For by 
the Additions after thoſe Words, I believe in God the Fa- 
ther, and the Additions after the Mention of the Son, 
the Word God not being repeated in the Articles con- 
cerning the Son and the Holy Spirit, the Title of 
God might ſeem, and indeed did ſeem (contrary 
to the plain Meaning of thoſe that made them) to 


belong only to the Father. (2.) In this Form 


the Son (as alſo the Holy Spirit) is joined to the 


Father as Collegue in his Government, as Sharer 
of that Faith, Honour, Worſhip and Obedience, 


which the Perſon to be baptiz'd promiſes and 
vows; which whoſoever can think compatible with 
mere Man, or any Creature, has no Notion of the 
horrid Sin of Idolatry. To make this ftill the plainer, 
it is eſpecially to be obſerv'd, that in the Primitive 
Church two Things were requir'd of thoſe who were 
thought fit for Baptiſm, immediately before they re- 
ceiv'd it; the renouncing Satan, and liſting under 
Chriſt. The Deſertion, or Renunciation, was made 


in theſe Words, I renounce the Devil and all his Works, 


and his Worſhip, &c. After this, immediately follow'd 
the Liſting with Chriſt ; I believe in God the Father, the Son 


and the Holy Ghoſ# (a). Both theſe Forms were receiv'd 


in the firſt Ages through all the Churches, fo that it 
is not to be doubted but that they came from the 
Apoſtles. Now as by the one, they who came to 
Baptiſm, renounc'd the Worſhip of the Devil, and 
conſequently of all Idols and falſe Gods; fo by the 
other, they gave themſelves up to the Worſhip of the 
only true God, Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt. This 
is plainly gather'd from a Dialogue of Lucian's (b), 


or ſome Contemporary of his, of a like Genius. 


There the Author, coeval with the firſt Succeſſion of 
the Apoſtles, a profane Man indeed, but one who well 
underſtood Chriſtianity, in a ſcoffing Way introduces 


(a) See the Apoſt. Conſtit. Lib. 7. chap. 41. p. 379. Ad Cyril's 
My ſtag. Catechiſm. th = 

) Luciani Opera: Printed at Hagenaw, 1535. Vol. 2. p. 932« 
| { | one 
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one Triephon, who was to perſonate a Chriſtian Doctor 
or Catechiſt, among other things, inſtructing his Cate- 
chumen in the Myſtery of the Trinity: For when the 
Catechumen asks, By whom then ſhall I ſwear ? Triephon 
anſwers, By the God which reigns on high, the Great, the 
| Immortal, the Heavenly, the Son of the Father, the Spirit 
proceeding from the Father, One of Three, aud Three of One : 
Suppoſe this to be Jove, think this your God. Hence I ſay, 
we may gather, that the Proſelytes from Geptiliſm to 
the Chriſtian Church, were oblig'd, inſtead of their 
vain Deities they before worſhipp'd, to give them- 
ſelves up to the Worſhip and Obedience of the 
Trinity in Unity, the Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, 
as of their only God. See this Place more largely ex- 
plain'd, and ſufficiently defended from the Cavils of Sandius, 
in the Defence of the Nicene Faith (a). 'Thus much 
may ſuffice for the firſt and moſt antient Creed. 
4. Let us now proceed to the Explications of this 
Creed in Jrenaus and Tertullian, None of them, ſays 
Epiſcopius, contain the Profeſſion of this Filiation; i. e, 
There is not any thing in any of theſe Expoſitions, 
which declares our Saviour to be the Son of God, 
otherwiſe than is conſiſtent with him, as only a mere 
Man, and not exiſting before Mary. But this is fo 
falſe, that I wonder with what Judgment, Perſuaſion, 
or Conſcience, the learned Man could ſo boldly affirm 
it. I'll begin with (5) Irenæus. He tranſiently men- 
tions the Rule of Faith, which every Chriſtian recei- 
ved in Baptiſm. He afterwards propounds and ex- 
plains it variouſly, and in ſeveral places, but every 
where in the ſame Senſe. In all theſe Expoſitions, he 
plainly enough declares the divine Filiation of our Sa- 
viour, but in ſome, nothing can be elearer. Thus he 
gives us the Rule of Faith. (c) For the Church, though 
diſpers'd through the whole World, to the Ends of the 
Earth, hath receiv d from the Apoſtles, and their Diſci- 


(a) Set. 2. cha 4. ſect. 11.  (b) Lib. 1. chap. I. read the 
whole Chapter, (c) Lib. 1. chap. 2. p. . | 
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ples, this Faith in One God, the Father Almighty, who 


hath made the Heavens, the Earth, the Sea, and all things 
in them; and in One Jeſus Chriſt, the Son of God, incar- 
nate for our Salvation; and in the Holy Ghoſt, who preach'd 
by the Prophets the Diſpenſations of God, and his Coming, 
and his Generation of the Virgin, and his Paſſion, and 
Reſurrection from the Dead, and the Aſſumption of our 
beloved Lord Jeſus Chriſt in the Fleſh into Heaven, and his 
coming from Heaven in the Glory of the Father, to gather 
all things together, to raiſe all human Fleſh, that ſo every 
Knee in Heaven, in Earth, and under the Earth, may 
bow, according to the Good-plenſure of the invifible Father, 
to Chriſt Jeſus our Lord, and God, and Saviour, and King; 
and every Tongue ſhall confeſs to him, and he ſhall execute 


juſt Judgment in all things, &c. In this Expoſition of 


the antient Creed, the Catholick Church, every 
where diſpers'd, is ſaid to believe in Chriſt, as the 
Son of God, incarnate for our Salvation; which 
Words are almoſt the very ſame with thoſe in the 
Conſtantinopolitan Creed, and thoſe in the moſt antient 


larger Oriental Creed, as we ſhall ſhew hereafter. 
In theſe Words, all that will, may ſee it fignify'd 


that our Saviour did exiſt, and was the Son of God, 
in a Nature without Fleſh, before he was made Man; 
that he then took upon him Fleſh, or human Nature, 
out of Love to Mankind, that he might procure for 
us eternal Salvation (a). Nor can any one doubt what 
kind of Incarnation Jrenaus believ'd, who is not en- 


tirely a Stranger to his Works. I will illuſtrate this 


Matter by one Paſſage, of the many which occur; in 
which, after a Recapitulation of thoſe things diſputed 
before, he thus writes (b) : Having plainly ſheun, that 
the Word, which was with God in the Beginning, by whom 
all things were made, and who was always preſent to Man- 
kind, that he was in the laſt Times, according to the Pre- 
determination of the Father, united to his own Creature, he- 
ing made paſſible Man; there is no room for their Contra- 


Pa) Clem. Rom, Ep. 2. (5) Lib. 3. chap, 20. p. 282, 


diction, 
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dition, who ſay, If therefore Chriſt was then born, he was 
not before. For we bave ſhew'd that the Sox of God did not 
then begin to be, having always exiſted with the Father ; 
but when he was incarnate, and made Man, he took upon 
himſelf the ſad, forlorn Condition of Man, compendiouſly 
procuring Salvation for us; that ſo what we had loſt in 
Adam, the Likeneſs and Similitude of God, we might re- 
cover in Chriſt Jeſus. For fince it was impoſſible that 
Man, who was once ſubdued, and thrown off by Diſobe- 
dience, ſhould be renew'd, and receive the Reward of Vic 
tory; and alſo impoſſible that he ſhould obtain Salvation, 
who was fallen under Sin; the Son, who was the Word of 
God, deſcending from the Father, and perfecting the Diſpen- 
ſation of our Salvation, did both [for us.] From hence 
it is very plain, what Jrenæus meant by believing in the 
Son of God, who was incarnate for our Salvation. More- 
over, in the Expoſition of Faith before us, our Saviour 
is not only call'd the Son of God, but expreſly God; 
which Name, according to (a) Irenæus, ought not to 
be given to any one abſolutely, nor is ſo given in 
Scripture, but to him who is really God. 1 
5. Further, Irenæus, in another (0) place, gives us the 
Rule of Faith, and explains it. There not only the 
Pre- exiſtence of the Son before Mary, but alſo before all 
Creatures, and the Creation of all things by him, as 
by a Word, not extrinſick to God his Father, as all 
Creatures are, even Angels, but moſt intimate and 
co-eſſential with him, is very clearly expreſs 'd. Read 
the place, and judge for your ſelf : Since then we hold the 
Rule of Faith, namely, that there is one God Almighty, 
who made all things by his Word, who fill'd and fram'd 
them out of nothing into Being, as the Scripture ſaith, The 
Heavens were made by the Word of the Lord, and all the 
Hoſts of them by the Breath of his Mouth. And again, 
All things were made by him, and without him was nothing 
made. All things excepts nothing ; but the Father made all 
things by him, whether viſible or inviſible, ſenſible, or in- 


() Lib. z, chap 6, p. 246. (8) Lib, 1. chaps 19. p. 114. 
L 4 telligible, 
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Felligible, temporary things for a certain End, or eternal; 


and fince God made all theſe things, not by Angels, nor 


ſome Powers diſtint# in Sentiment from him, (for he wants 


nothing} but by his Word and Spirit makes, diſpoſes, 


governs, and gives Exiſtence to all, &c. Therefore holding 
this Rule, though they uſe many and various Arguments, 
we eafily prove that they have gone off from the Truth. (a) 
6. You may add to this a third Expoſition of the 
antient Creed from the ſame Trenaus ; where, intend- 


ing to ſhew that the Tradition of Truth was not to 


be fought for in the Conventicles of Hereticks, but 
in the Catholick Church, he thus diſcourſes (b) : Sup- 
poſe the Apoſtles had left us no Scriptures, muſt we not have 
followed the Order of Tradition, which they committed to 
thoſe with whom they entruſted the Churches? To this, 


many Nations of , the Barbarians, who believe in Chriſt, aſ- 


ſent, having Salvation written in their Hearts by the Spirit, 
without Letters or lu, and diligently preſerving the old 


Tradition, believing in One God, the Maker of Heaven and 


Earth, and of all things in them, by Jeſus Chriſt, the Son 


of God; who, out of his exceeding Love towards his own 
Creature, ſujjer'd himſelf to be born of a Virgin, uniting 


in himſelf Man to God, ſuſfer'd under Pontius Pilate, 
roſe again, was received into Glory, and ſhall come again the 
Saviour of thoſe that are ſav'd, and the (c) Judge of 


thoſe that are judg'd, ſending into eternal Fire thoſe who 


change the Truth, and deſpiſe his Coming and his Father's. 
They who without Letters have believ'd this Faith, are, 
with reſpect to our Language, Barbarians ; but with re- 
ſpect to Sentiment, (d) Moral, and Converſation, very wiſe 
through Faith, and pleaſe God, living in all Juſtice, 
_ Chaſtity, and Wiſdom. To theſe Perſons, if any one report 


(a) Conſult the parallel Places of Irenæus, cited in the De- 
Fence of the Nicene Creed, Sect 2. chap. 3. ſect. 7. <6 
() Lib. 3. chap. 4. p. 242. 5 

(c) The Condemner of thoſe that are to be condemn'd. This 
Miſtake in tranſlating the Word ,pww, &c. frequently occurs 


among the old Interpreters, even in Scripture. 
(Ad) Conſuetudinem, bog. . - es 


the 
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the Inventions of Hereticks, ſpeaking to them in their own 
Language, they quickly ſhut their Ears, and fly as far as 
poſſible from them, not induring to hear their blaſphemous 
Diſcourſe. In this Rule of Faith, Chriſt is ſaid to be 
that Son of God, by whom the Heaven, the Earth, 
the Sea, and all things in them were made; who, of 
his great Love to, and Compaſſion of the Work of his 
Hands, Mankind, himſelf condeſcended to be born 
Man of a Virgin, and thus join'd Man to God. Ire- 
naus affirms (a) the Tradition of this Faith to be fo 
univerſal and antient, that the very Barbarians, thoſe 
who had yet no Verſions of the Scripture, held it, as 
receiv'd at firſt from the Apoſtles, or their Diſciples, 


together with the Goſpel, of which it is indeed the 
greateſt part ; and eſteem'd by all Catholick Chriſtians 
at that time ſo ſacred, that the Barbariaus abhorr d all 


Doctrine inconſiſtent with it, as impious Hereſy and 


Blaſphemy. 


7. Let us now examine Tertullian s Explications. In 
his Book de Velandis Virginibus the Rule of Faith is ra- 
ther hinted by the way, than recited, and therefore 
not full and perfect. For there Chriſt is not ſo much 


as call'd our Lord, or the only begotten Son of God, 


but ſimply the Son of God. This notwithſtanding 
was enough for Tertullian to have ſaid of Chriſt by 
the way, who with the other antient Catholicks, al- 
ways underſtood the Title of Son of God to be given 
to the Son in a ſublime Senſe. In that Rule of Faith 
there is no mention of the Conception of the Man 
Chriſt by the Holy Spirit, nor of the Holy Spirit him- 
ſelf. It is indeed my Opinion, that Tertullian had there 
an eſpecial regard to the Creed then uſed in the Afri- 
can Church, which was almoſt the ſame as the Ro- 


man for the Roman Church agreed in her Creed with 


the African Churches, as (b) Tertullian ſays. Now 
the Roman Creed, tho larger than it is there given us 


by Tertullian, yet as in other reſpects, ſo in this Ar- 


(#) Pag. 173. (5) Præſeript, adv, Heret. p. 213. 
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ticle of the Son of God, it was ſhorter than the Creeds 
of the Eaſtern Churches, for reaſons I ſhall take notice 
of by and by: But ſtill the Faith of the Roman and 


the Eaſter Churches was always the ſame. They all 


conſeſs d the Article of the Son of God in the tame 
extent of Meaning, tho in other Words. And this 
alſo Tertullian well knew. 


8. Hence 1n another place noted by (a) Epiſcopius, 


where he delivers the Rule of Faith, he gives us this 
Article of the Son of God more full and explicite, de- 
ſcribing his Exiſtence very clearly, as not only before 


the bleſſed Virgin, bur alſo before all Ages, and even 


before the Creation of all Things by him. For there, 
after he has ſaid, that that only ought to be contro- 
verted, which may be diſputed without prejudice to 
the Rule of Faith, he immediately ſubjoins the Rule 
in theſe Words: That is the Rule of Faith, by which we 
profeſs what we believe, namely that, in which we believe 
that there is only one God, and no other beſides the Creator 
of the World, who made all Things of nothing by his Ward 
firſt of all ſent forth; that the Word, call'd his Son, ap- 
pear'd variouſly to the Patriarchs in the Name of God, al- 
Ways ſpoke in the Prophets, laſtly was brought down into the 
Virgin Mary by the Spirit aud Power of God the Father, 
was made Fleſh in her Womb, and born Man of her, and is 


Jeſus Chriſt, &. Having ended the Creed, he adds, 


This Rule inſtituted by Chriſt, as ſhall be prov'd, admits of 
no Queſtions, which are not heretical, and make the Perſons 
concern'd in them Hereticks, What can be more clear 
or expreſs againſt Epiſcopius's Aſſertion than theſe 
Words ? The ſame Rule of Fairh you have in (6) 
another place thus: We, ſays he, believe that there is 
only one God, but under this Diſpenſation, which we call 


Oeconomy, that the Son his Word, who proceeded from him, 
by whom he made all Things, and without whom nothing 


was made, is of that one God ; That he was ſent by the 
Father into the Virgin, and born of her, Man and God, the 


(a) Pag. 206. | (6) Pag. 501. 
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Jon of Man and the Son of God, call d Jeſus Chriſt. After- 
wards he adds: That this Rule had come doun from the be- 
ginning of the Goſpel, even before any of the antient Here- 
ticks, much more before the modern Praxeas 3 both the late 
Riſe {Poſteritas] of all the Hereticks in general, and the 
Novelty of Praxeas in particular, but of Yeſterday, will prove. 
From what has been ſaid, it is abundantly manifeſt 
that Epiſcopius's Appeal to the Explications of Irenzus 


and Tertul ian, with reſpect to the antient Creed, was 
raſh and impudent. | | 


CCC 
SHA 
Of the Creed, call d the Apoſtles. 


| COME now to the Creed call'd the Apoſtles, 
concerning which Epiſcopius ſays, The wery Creed 
cald the Apoſtles, makes no mention at all of this Filiation, 
ut is content with this ſhort Form; I believe in Jeſus Chriſt, 
his only Son our Lord. This is Epiſcopius's chief Argu- 
ment; and after him, the Author of the Irenicum and 
Sandius have greatly urg'd it. The ſame our late 
Revivers of the Arian and Socinian Hereſy have every 
Where boaſted of in their inſipid Libels, and think 
themſelves ſafe from the Charge of Hereſy juſtly laid 
againſt them by the Catholicks, whilſt intrench'd in 
this Strong-Hold. | 
2. In order to give a full Anſwer to this Argument, 
in which they ſo greatly glory and confide, I propoſe 
to demonſtrate theſe four Poſitions. (1.) That the 
Creed call'd the Apoſtles, how conformable ſoever to 
their Do&rine, was not dictated or compos'd by the 
Apoſtles themſelves in ſo many Words, in that Form 
and Method in which we now have it; but indeed is 
nothing elſe than the Creed of the Roman Church, 
which after the Year 400 was at laſt compleated in that 
Church, the Churches of the Eaſt in the mean time 
uſing another Creed. (2.) That the Church of Rome 
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can find, ſome Words ſeem to have been added by reaſon of 
ſome Hereticks, by which the Senſe of the novel Dictrine 
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formerly might, and accordingly did uſe a more ſuc- 
cin& and ſhort Creed, than was neceſſary for the 
Churches of the Eaſt, theſe being diſturb'd with all 
kinds of Hereſies; when in the Roman Church not 
one Hereſy aroſe, which taught them to underſtand 
their ſhorter Confeſſion otherwiſe than according to 
its right Meaning, and the true Senſe of the Church. 
3.) That this, notwithſtanding there really is in the 
Roman Creed a Profeſſion of this ſpecial Filiation of 
Teſus Chriſt, namely, in theſe Words, I believe in Je- 
ſus Chriſt his (i. e. God the Father's) Ouly-begotten Son, 
(4.) And laſtly, That in the Creed, or Rule of Faith, 
which prevail'd in the moſt antient Churches of the 
Eaſt, before the Council of Nice, this ſpecial Mode of 
Jeſus Chriſt's Filiation was expreſly taught and declar'd. 

3. That very great Man J. G. Voſſius, hath abun- 
dantly proved- the firſt Poſition, in his Diſſertations 
concerning the three Creeds : 'To the firſt of theſe 
Diſſertations, (not to do the ſame thing over again) 
T recommend my Reader. | 4 

The ſecond Poſition is confirm'd by the Teſtimony 
of Ruſſinus, who thus prefaces his Expoſition of the 
Creed: Before I begin to explain the Senſe of the Words, 
I can't but think it ſeaſonable to tell my Reader, that in di- 
vers Churches ſome Additions have been made in the Words. 
Now in the Church of Rome, this has not been done, which 
I ſuppoſe happen d upon this account, becauſe no Hereſy hath 
taken its Riſe from thence, and becauſe they keep up an old 


Cuſtom, That thoſe who are to receive Baptiſm, ſhall pub- 


lickly repeat the Creed in the Ears of the People, and they 
who were before them in the Faith did not bear the Ad- 
dition of the leaſt Word : But in other places, as far as J 


was thought to be excluded. Thus he writes, and in- 
deed it is plain, that the Simonians, Cerinthians, Ebio- 
nites, and the other Peſts of the primitive Church, did 
not ſpread their impious Tenets at Rome, but in the 
Eaſt, and eſpecially in Aa. Hence Jgnatias frequently 
| : _ laſhes 
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the faithful City become an Harlot! 
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laſhes thoſe Hereticks in his Epiſtles to the Afratick 
Churches ; but writing to the Romans, takes notice of 


no Hereſy among them: Nay, he expreſly commends 
them in his Salutations, for their entire Purity of Faith, 


whilſt he calls them (a), The United in every Command of 


Chriſt, fil'd with every Grace of God, without Diſtinction, 
and purify'd from every Spot, or ſtrain d from all Dregs. It 


is, I fuppoſe, upon this account more particularly 


that Tertullian calls the Roman Church, a Church in 
Proſperity. O that this Proſperity, this Purity of 
the Faith, had continu'd always in it! but alas, now 
we may cry out in the Words of the Prophet, How is 


4. I come now to the third Poſition, and intend to 
enlarge upon it. Now it is eaſy to prove that 


_ Chriſt, in the Roman Creed, is called the Only- 


begotten Son of God, with reſpect to that Divine 
Nature of his, in which he exiſted not only before 


Mary, but before all Ages, from God the Father, and 


with him. This Proof we will bring, (1.) From the 
Holy Scripture, in which the Word Only-begotten is 


attributed to Chriſt, (for we can't ſuſpe& that the 


Church underſtood the Word otherwiſe than the Scrip- 
ture, from which they borrow'd it.) (2.) From the 
Force and Propriety of the Word. (3.) From the Or- 
der and Context of the Creed : and, (4.) From the 
conſtant Senſe, and perpetual Interpretation of the 


Catholick Church. | 


(I.) As for the Scripture, the firſt Place in which 
this Word is apply'd to Chriſt, is John i. 14. And the 
Word was made Fleſh, and dwelt among us, and we beheld 


bis Glory, as of the Only-begotten of the Father. Here it 


N 


is plain, that the Only-begotten of the Father is he who 
alone was begotten of him. Some Perſons would re- 
fer the Words | of the Father| to the Words {the Glory] 
ſo as to read, [ And we beheld his Glory (given him, or 


receiv'd by him) from, or of the Father.) But beſides the 


(a) Tom. 2. P. A. p. 26, (b) Pag. 213. | 
Confu⸗ 
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| Confuſion in the Words thus conſtrued, there are not 
indeed enough to expreſs this Meaning ; a Violence 


which ſhould never be offer'd without Neceflity. 


Again, the Expreſſion [the Only-begotten of, or from the 
Father] ſeems to me more ſignificantly to declare the 
Divine Generation of the Son from the Father, than 
[the Only begotten of the Father] the Particle [of, or from] 


ſuggeſting that he is ſo the Only Son of God the Fa- 


ther, as that he alone is indeed begotten of and from 
the very Father. Moreover, the (a) Apoſtle gives 


this Title to the Word, namely, zo him, who was in 


the Beginning with God, who was God, and by whom all 


things were made. Hence it is plain, that Chriſt was 


call'd the Only-begotten of or from the Father, in re- 
ſpect of his Divine Nature, by which he exiſted be- 
fore Ages. Laſtly, The Obſervation of Gretius is 

not impertinent, that St. John aims at the Gnoſticks 
here, who made the Word to be one, the Only- 
begotten another, and Jeſus a third; and who 


reckon'd the Only-begotten among their Æons, born 


before this World. 'The Apoſtle therefore ſhews, that 
our Lord Chriſt is the only true Word, and the true 
Only-begotten Son of, or from the Father, as being 
alone begotten by him before Ages. To the ſame 
purpoſe is this Word underſtood in (b) other places, 
even in (c) Epiſcopius's Judgment, who reaſons thus 
upon thoſe places: It is certain that the Love of God to- 
wards us is greatly exalted | in thoſe places} in that he ſent 
bis Only-begotten Son into the World, and gave him up to 
the Death of the Croſs, to ſave Sinners, the Children of 
Wrath, But if the Son of God denotes no more than Jeſus, 
born of the Virgin, we can't ſee ſo clearly why this Love 
ſheuld be ſo greatly extoll'd, as if it denotes the Son, whom 
he begat before Ages. For the Son, born of the Virgin, was 
| therefore born of her, that he might die for Sinners, Now, 
where was the extraordinary Love of God, in giving up 


(a) St. John's Goſpel, i. 1, 2. (b) John iii. 16. and the 4th, v. 9. 
() Epiſcopii Tom. 1. p. 337+ 


that 
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that Son to Death, who was begot of the Virgin, by his 
Pleaſure, and conceived of the Holy Spirit for that Pur- 
poſe ? But if you conceive it to be the Son of God, who was 
begotten of the Father before Ages, who was under no ne- 
ceſſity of being ſent into the World, whoſe Dignity was 
greater than that he ſhould be ſent, or come in the Fleſh, 
much leſs die, who ſeemed dearer to the Father, than that 
he would force him upon ſo much Calamity ; then indeed the 
Splendor and Glory of the Divine Love towards Mankind 
ſhines forthgreatly. Thus Epiſcopius. "That he had wrote 
ſo always! Indeed it will be very clear to any' one who 
ſeriouſly conſiders the Marter, that according to the 
Arian and Scinian Scheme, God rather ſhew'd his 
Love towards this Son of his, than towards us Men. 
For he who is called Chriſt, was choſen to this Grace 
and Favour by the Good-pleaſure of God only, that 
after a ſhort Obedience perform'd upon Earth, of 
a mere Man, according to the Socinians, of a mere 
mutable Creature, according to the Arians ; he ſhould 
become God, have Divine Honours paid him, not 
only by us Men, but by Angels and Arch-Angels, 
and even obtain Power and Dominion over all other 
Creatures. Further, the Love of the Only-begotten 


Son of God towards us Men (fo greatly celebrated it 


Scripture, and eſpecially in the (a) Epiſtle to the 
Epheſians) does not appear, unleſs we conceive him 
to be the Son of God, who was begotten of the Fa- 
ther before Ages, by whom all things were made, who for 


us Men and our Salvation, deſcended from Heaven, and was 


incarnate, &c. But upon this Suppoſition, as Irenzns 
ſpeaks, we clearly ſee the moſt eminent Love of God 
towards his own Work. This by the bye. Now I 
can't ſee how we can reconcile Epiſcopius to himſelf. 
In the Places of Scripture, where Chriſt is called the 
Only-begotten Son of God, he contends that the 
Only- begotten Son muſt ſignify that Son, whom the 
Father begat before Ages, and therefore that in that 


(a) Chap. 3. ver. 18, & 19. 
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Title is contain'd this ſpecial Mode of Chriſt's Filia® 
tion: But in the (a) Creed, extracted from the Scrip- 


tures, in which we profeſs our Faith in Chriſt, rhe 
Only-begotten Son of God, he abſolutely denies that 


this ſpecial Mode of Filiation is contain'd. 


5. (2. It may be prov'd from the Force and Pro- 
priety of the Word, that Chriſt is call'd the Only- 
begotten in the Creed, with reſpe& to his Di- 
vine Nature. For he is called Only-begotten, who 


alone, and not in a Community of Sonſhip, is Son; 
i. e. whom the Father hath alone, who, in the way in 


which he is Son, hath no Brother: Moreover, who is 
Son by Nature, begotten of or from the Father, not 


a made or adopted Son. Now Chriſt can't be called 
the Only-begotten Son of God, unleſs with reſpect 


to his Divine Generation: For the Title does not be- 
long to him as Man. To make this the more clear, 


we will conſider the four Ways, in which Chriſt, as 


Man, is in Scriptures (according to (6) Epiſcopius) 
by way of Eminence, call'd God. 
The 1ſt is, becauſe, as Man, he was conceived of 
the Holy Ghoſt. The Holy Ghoſt ſhall come upon thee, and 
the Power of the Higbeſt ſhall overſhadow thee ; therefore 
that Holy One which ſhall be born of thee, ſhall be called 
the Son of God. Anſw. At preſent, I ſhall ſay nothing 
of (c) Juſtin Martyr's and Tertullian's Interpretation of 
the Place, who expound [the Holy Spirit] and {the 
Power of the Higheſt) of the Word himſelf ; nor yet of 
Novatian's Criticiſm, who places an Emphaſis upon 
the Particle [Ard.] This is my Anſwer, Tho' Chriſt 
be there called rhe Son of God, upon account of his 


Conception by the Holy Ghoſt in the Womb of the 


Virgin, as Man; yer he is not there called the Only, 
or the Only-begotten Son of God. But (ſays Epiſco- 


(a) He muſt defend the Creed, and depreciate the Scriptures ; and 


be may as well do it, as Dr. Whitby prefers the Anthority of Clemens 


Romanus before St. Paul. p. 16. Mod, Diſquiſ. 
(b) Epiſcop. Tom. 1. p. 335. 


(c) Juſtin, pag. 75. Tert. p. 515, Novat, chap, 29. 
| pins) 
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Piu) this Eminence (whereby he was form'd in the 
Virgin's Womb, by the Power of God) is proper to 
the Man Jeſus Chriſt, and there never was, nor ever 


will be the like. I fay that is not true. For the Fleſh 
of Chriſt was conceiv'd and form'd in the Virgin's 


Womb, by the Divine Power, without a Father. 


And was not the firſt Man form'd by the Hands of 
_ God himſelf, without either Father or Mother? And 
is he not therefore expreſly call'd the (a) Son of God? 
The Eminence then of Jeſus Chriſt, as Only-begotten 
Son, is not in this: For in this the firſt Adam may in 
ſome ſort be ſaid to be ſuperior to the ſecond, becauſe 
made by God, without Father or Mother, whereas 
this had only no Father. () Philo Fudzus elegantly de- 
ſcribes the illuſtrious Generation of our firſt Parent, 
in theſe Words: Who, for the Nobility of his Genera- 
tion, was not to be compar d with any Mortal, being form 
into a bodily Image, by the Hands of God, with the utmoſt 
pflaſtick Art; and having a Soul given him, not from any 
created Being, God breathing into him as much of the Di- 
vine Power as mortal Nature was capable of. Was not that 
the Excellence of Nobility, with which that, of all the reſt 
which were named, could not be compar'd ? Their Glory was 


the Nobility of their Anceſtors. Their Anceſtors were Men, 


mortal, corruptible, and their Proſperity unſtable ; and, for 
the moſt part, of ſhort Continuance : but no Mortal was his 
Father, nor any one the Cauſe of his Being but God. 
Hence St. Irenæus ſays, the Man Chriſt, the ſecond 
Adam, was made like the firſt in his Generation, not 
indeed alrogether, but as much ſo as the Oeconomy of 


our Salvation would permit. For after he had (c) ob- 
ſerv'd, that as the Man firſt form'd of the Virgin 


Earth (not yet manur'd or till'd, as Tertullian inter- 
prets) was made by the Hands of God himſelf; ſo 
Chriſt, the Renewer of the firſt Adam, was made, as 


to his Humanity, of the Virgin Mary, by the Holy 


Spirit: a little after he adds; Now if he was taken 
(a) Luke 3. ver. 38. (Y) Ed. Turneb. Paris, 1552. P. 62 1. 
(c) Lib. Js chap. 31. P · 298, & 299. F, | 
Vol. II. M 
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from the Earth, and God form'd him, it became him who 
was to gather together into himſelf Man, made by God, to have 
a Similitude of Generation with him, Why then did not 


| God take the Duſt of the Earth again, but cauſed him to 
be made of Mary? That there ſhould not be another Forma- 


tion, another Being to be ſaved, but that he the ſame 


LMan] ſhould be renew'd in his own Similitude (a). The 
very great Excellence then of our Saviour's Filiation, by 
which he is called the Only-begotten, or the Only 
Son of God, lies not in this, that he was produced 


of the Virgin Mary, by the Power of the Higheſt, + 


without having a Man to his Father ; for in this the 
firſt Man was equal, in ſome ſort ſuperior to him: 
but in a far more ſublime Generation, namely, that in 
which he was the Son of God, not only before Mary, 
but alſo before Adam, and indeed before all Ages. If you 
obſerve upon the Generation of them both, certainly 
the ſecond no way excels the firſt, as mere Man, 
but in this greateſt Difference imaginable, as God 
and Man. Whatſoever the Addition is, by which the 
human Nature of the ſecond Adam exceeds the firſt, 
is all owing to that Union by which the Soul of Chriſt 
is, by the greateſt and moſt intimate () Communion 
- Imaginable, (by ſuch a Communion, as that another 
more cloſe cant be) joined to the Divine Perſon of 
the Only-begotten Son of God. Thus (to obſerve 


this by the way) the divine (c) Apoſtle makes the 


Compariſon betwecn the firſt and ſecond Adam : The 
firſt Man is of the Earth earthy, the ſecond Man is the 
Lord from Heaven. Some there are indeed, but vain and 
abſurd Men, who will have the Words [from Heaven | 
applied to the ſecond Adam, as born of the Virgin Mary, 
by an abſolutely divine and celeſtial Power, without 
a Father; for thus, as we have ſeen before, it may be 
ſaid of the firſt Adam. What the Meaning is of thoſe 


Words [from Heaven] in oppoſition to [of the Earthearthy! 


is very plain from the Saying of (d) John the Baptiſt, 
(a) Pag. 321. (5) Origen. (c) 1 Cor. 15. ver. 47. 


(d) St. Jobn's Goſpel, chap 3. ver. 31, Compare with this, c. I. v. 30. 
\ 1 = com- / 
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comparing himſelf, as a Son of Adam, with the Lord 
Chriſt ; He that comes from above, is above all; he that is 
of the Earth is earthy, and ſpeaks earthy things; he that 
comes from Heaven, is above all. Beſides, I don't doubt 
but that [the Man, the Lord from Heaven] is the ſame 
which is called by the Cabaliſtick Jews [that Adam 
From above which is bleſs'd] by which Periphraſis they 
certainly meant the true God. For indeed what the 
Cabaliſts taught concerning the Marriage of that 
Adam from above, who is blefled, with the Congre- 
gation of Jſrael, myſtically fignify'd by the Con- 
junction of the earthy Adam and Eve, is manifeſtly re- 
fer d by the (a) Apoſtle to the Union of Chriſt and 
the Church. Now thoſe other Words of the (b) Apo- 


ſtle muſt be underſtood in the ſame Senſe : The firſt 


Man was made a living Soul, the laſt Man was made a 
mquickning Spirit, The firſt Man was made, 7. e. ac- 
cording to a well-known Idiom of the Hebrew Lan- 
guage, was a living Soul; the laſt was a quickning 


Spirit. The Senſe IS, the firſt Man Was only M an, b 


the ſecond more than Man, even a Spirit which gave 
Life, i. e. God. The Spirit in Chriſt, as we have 


often obſery*d, doth frequently in Holy Scripture, and 


the Writers of the firſt Age, denote the divine Na- 
ture in him. Now it is the Property of the Divine 
Nature (as is here ſaid) to give Life to Men, upon 
which account Chriſt is elſewhere ſaid to be the 
(c) Prince of Life, and Life itſelf. He is the Author of 
all our Life, natural, ſpiritual, and moral, as (d) Ge- 


mens Alexandrinus has elegantly expreſs'd it: The Word, 


which in the Beginning, after the Formation, gave Life as 
the Creator, taught afterward to live well as an Inſtructor ; 
that after that, as God, he might beſtow eternal Life. As 
this Interpretation riſes neceſſarily from the Words of 
the Text, ſo it is very agreeable to the Context. For 
the Apoſtle had ſaid, that there were two Bodies, one 


* 


7 


() Adds iii. 15. John i. 4. (4) P. 4, & 5+ 


(a) Eph. v. ver. 32. (b) 1 Cor. chap. 15. ver. 45. 
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animal, another ſpiritual, which he here ſhews from " 

their contrary Cauſes. For as we receiv'd theſe our 3 

animal and mortal Bodies from the firſt Adam, a mere M 

Man, and conſiſting of a Body, in its own nature at | 5 

leaſt animal and mortal; ſo we ſhall hereafter receive T 

ſpiritual Bodies from Chriſt, the ſecond Adam, who is Fe A 

more than Man, in whom is the Divine Nature, and * 

| who is the Fountain of all Life. The Change of our | * 
| vile Bodies into the Likeneſs of his glorious Body, to 2 
| be perform'd by Chriſt in the Reſurrection, is alſo * 
1 (a) attributed to his Almighty Power; and this is not ps. 
compatible with him but as God. The Interpreta- 0 J 

tion which Grotius has lick'd up from the Socinians, | 

that Chriſt was then only made an enlivening Spirit, 85 


after he was rais d from the Dead, and had aſcended 
into Heaven, is vain. For, (1.) It is very plain the ot 
'Apoſtle ſpeaks of the primigenial Nature of them 


both, and not of either of them, as to what they were = 
| afterwards made. He then who was not always an of 
| enlivening Spirit, never could be made fo. The made Af 
God is one of thoſe Monſters which the Arians and Fa 
| | Socinians have bleſs'd us with, odious to ſound Reaſon oh 
| and true Religion. Laſtly, It is certain Chriſt was an 70 / 
enlivening Spirit, even before his Reſurrection; for as " 
E ſuch, he recall'd his Body from (5) Death to Life. ae: 
3 Hence Ignatius, a Diſciple of the Apoſtles, ſays of Ch 
Chriſt, He truly ſuffer d, as he alſo truly rais'd himſelf up. of 
The Reſurrection of the Body of Chriſt from the bes; 
Dead, is alſo in Scripture aſcrib'd to God the Fa- 2 


ther: and what then? Whatſoever the Son doth, he Mo 
doth it from the Father; and whatſoever the Father 


— —— —— — r * ——— — 
8 
. - 


doth, he doth it by the Son. Hence alſo the Creation _ 

of all things 1s attributed to the Father and the Son, on 

becauſe the Father made ali things by the Son. But, ah 

to return from this brief Digreſſion, the ſupreme and er 

* eſpecial Eminence of our Lord's Filiation is ſo far from 5 
5 conſiſting in his Nativity of the Virgin Mary, that on On 
(a) Phil. iii. 21, () John ii. ver. 19, . Ea 


the 
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the contrary, that very Nativity is to be eſteem'd a 
wonderful Condeſcenſion. This, if we will indeed 
follow the Holy Spirir, the ſacred Writings plainly 
and frequently teach: nor does Epiſcopius deny it. 
Thus the Catholick Church, from the Times of the 
Apoſtles themſelves, always believ'd. Hence Juſtin, 
afore-cited, ſays, That this is the Faith of Chriſtians con- 
cerning Chriſt, namely, they own Chriſt to be the Son of 
God, who was before Lucifer and the Moon, and who con- 
deſcended to be made Fleſh, and born of a Virgin, of the 
Seed of David. We have before cited Irenzus, affirm- 
ing, that all Chriſtians every where profeſs'd* in their 
le of Faith to believe in the Son of God, by whom 


e Father created all things; and who, of his very _ 


great Love to his own Creature, endur'd to be born 
of a Virgin, &c. Hence the fix famous Biſhops, in 


the (a) Epiſtle from the Synod of Antioch, which they 


wrote to Paul of Samoſata, not without the Conſent 
of the whole Synod, pronounce, with the greateſt 
Aſſurance, that this was the conſentient Doctrine and 


Faith of the Catholick Church. Their Words are 


theſe : In the whole Church of God, he | Chriſt] is believ d 
to be God, emptying himſelf of his Equality with God; and 


Man, of the Seed of David. Laftly, Hence it is, that 
to this day, maugre the Arians and Socinians, the 


Church does, and always will ſing, Thou art the King 
of Glory, O Chriſt; thou art the everlaſting Son of the Fa- 
ther; when thou tookeſt upon thee to deliver Man, thou didft 


not abhor the Virgin's Womb. Thus much for the firſt. 


Mode, in which Epiſcopins has obſery'd that Chriſt, 
as Man, is in Scripture call'd the Son of God. 5 
6. The ſecond is, That Jeſus Chriſt, upon account of 
that Office of Mediator, by the ſpecial Command of the Fa- 
ther laid upon him, is call'd the Son of God (b). I an- 


ſwer, (1.) That Chriſt can't, upon this account, be 
properly call'd a Son begotren of God, much leſs 


Only-begotten. He who is thus a Son, is a Son not 

(a) Bibl. Patr, Tom. 2. Vide Valeſium ad chap. 30. Lib. 7, 
Euſeb. (b) John x, ver. 35, 36. | „ 
5 „ 2555 on 
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by Nature, but by Grace. (2.) That in this ſenſe 
Chriſt had many Brethren, all who were anointed 


Kings or Prophets by God ; all who were ſent upon 


any ſpecial Command to the People of God. In this 
kind of Filiation, Chriſt may be called the chief, 
principal, and far the moſt excellent Son of God, but 
not the Qnly-begotten. But, (3.) Whoever examines 
the 'Text cited, thoroughly, will find, that Chriſt did 
not there call himfelf, or would only be believ'd to be 
the Son of God, becauſe he came from God as an 
Ambaſſador ſent to Men, and furniſh'd with extraor- 


dinary Powers; but upon a far more exalted Ground, 
namely, as he was with God the Father before he 


was ſent into the World, as his true, genuine, co- 


etſſential Son, and indeed very God. Nor was-Epiſ- 


copius ignorant of this, for (a) elſewhere he has drawn 
an Argument from this place for the divine Filiation 


of Jeſus, againſt the Socinians. But it may be worth 


our while to enlarge upon this place, and prove this 
matter more clearly than he has done. Ir is manifeſt, 
that our Saviour, in the Words '(b) before, had ſo 


ſpoken to the Jews, that they neither underſtood nor 


believ'd that he ſaid any thing elſe, but that he was 
God. Theſe are their Words, For a good Work we 
None thee not, but for Blaſphemy, becauſe that thou be- 


ing a Man, makeſt thy ſelf God, He had often called his 


Father God, by way of Diſtinction; and a little before 


he had ſaid, that he and the Father are one. Now it 


is diligently to be obſerv d, that Chriſt made not that 
Anſwer which he muſt have made, if he had not 


known himſelf to be truly God, namely, that he was 


not really God, nor had ever arrogated that Title to 
himſelf; (for by this Anſwer, could he have truly 
made it, he might eaſily have appeaſed the Anger of 
the Jews, and it was alſo incumbent upon him, with 
Indignation, to reje& ſo plain an Accuſation of Blaſ- 


(a) Vol-2. P. 2. Bodecherus ineptiens, p. 52 it is hinted. 
0) Top ver-25-tover, go 
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Blaſphemy) but on the contrary, clearly ſignify'd,' 
that he was the very Son of God, and conſequently 
God. For he defends himſelf againſt the Jews theſe 
two ways, (I.) By an Argument from their (a) Law: 
Jeſus anſwer*d them, is it not written in your Law, I have 
aid, ye are Gods? Which place, as Grotius has well. 
obſerv'd, ſeems to be meant of the Judges of the 
Great Synedrium. From this place, Chriſt thus de- 
fends himſelf : I he hath called thoſe Gods, to whom the 
Word of God came, and the Scripture can't be broken; do 
je ſay that I blaſpheme, whom the Father hath ſanfify'd, 
and ſent into the World, becauſe I ſaid, I am the Son of 
God? This kind of Argument, from the leſs to the 
greater, proceeds thus: If thoſe, who having nothing 
divine in them, namely, the Judges of the Great 
Synedrium, to whom the Pſalmiſt there ſpeaks, (for 
Jam of Capellus's mind) are called Gods for this rea- 
ſon only, that they have in them a certain imperfect 
Image of divine Power and Authority; how much 
more may I be called the Son of God, and even God, 
who am the natural Son of God, and beſides in an 
extraordinary manner authoriz'd by God the Father ? 
Chriſt indeed hath not expreſly ſaid this, but he hath 
plainly intimated it in theſe Words, [that I, whom the 
Father hath ſanfify*d and ſent into the World.] Here 
(obſerve) he ſays not [whom God hath ſan#ifyd] but 
[whom the Father hath ſanfify'd}) hinting that his ſpe- 
cial Reaſon for calling God his Father, was not that 
he was ſanctify d by God, i. e. ſet apart, and defign'd 
for the Buſineſs laid upon him, and ſent into the 
World; but on the other hand, that he was ſanctify d 
and ſent into the World by God already his Father, 
| Befides, I don't doubt but that there is a great deal 
of reaſon in the Emphaſis (b) Maldonate lays upon the 
Words | ſent into the World,] in which is ſignify'd that 
Chriſt is the Son of God, born not after the manner of 
others upon Earth, but in Heaven, and from thence 


(9) Pſalm, Ixxxii. ver. 6. (b) In locum. 
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ſent into this World. For thus the Lord, ſpeaking to 
his Diſciples, more clearly explains himſelf, (a) I came 
forth from the Father, and came into the World, and again 
T leave the World, and go to the Father. In which 
Words any Man, but a ſagacious Socinian, may per- 
ceive that Chriſt intended, that he, in his better Na- 
ture, was in Heaven with God, and that as his Father, 
before he firſt came into this World, that is, was 
made Man. Our Lord proceeds with this Defence, 
and eſtabliſnes the Divinity he had in common with 
the Father, by another Argument from his Miracles: 
(b) If Ido not the Works of my Father, believe. me not; 
but if I do them, though ye believe me not, believe the 
Works, that ye may know, and believe that the Father is in 
ie, and I in him, As if he ſhould have ſaid, beeauſe 
I called myſelf by way of Diſtin&ion the Son of God 
the Father, and ſaid that I and the Father were one, 
ye accuſe me of Blaſphemy. 'This indeed you might 
be thought to do very juſtly, if I aſſerted this Divinity 
in Words only, not in Deeds; but now that I do the 
ſame Works of Qmnipotence with the Father, why 
do ye not believe me to be of the ſame Nature with 
him ? I don't deſire to bear Witneſs of myſelf, but at 
leaſt by my Works to perſuade you, that the Father 
is in me, and I in him; that is, that T and the Father 
are one, as I ſaid before. ä 705 
Hence it is clear that our Lord, when the Jews ac- 
cuſed him of Blaſphemy, for calling himſelf the Son 
of God, by way of Diſtinction, and thereby plainly 
intimating that he was God, in his Anſwer, was ſo 
far from denying the Crime objected, that he prov'd 
it by the ſtrongeſt Arguments. This the Jews well 
underſtood, dull and ſtupid enough, yet able to con- 
demn thoſe wiſeſt of Mortals, the Socinians, of the 
groſſeſt Blindneſs: For they, inſtead of abſolving him 
for this Anſwer, were ready to ſeize him immediately as 


82 John xvi. 28, compare John iii. 13. (b) John x. 377 
38. 
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a Blaſphemer. For it follows, (a) Then ſought they again | 
to apprehend him, but he eſcaped out of their hands. When 
the Evangeliſt ſays ( then,] he intimates that the Jews: 1 
again provok'd by thoſe very Words which our Sa- i 
viour had ſpoken in his Defence, would have appre-| 4 
hended him, that having drawn him out of the Tem- L 
ple, (Y) where he had this Diſcourſe with them, they | 
might ſtone him. Grotius's Comment is quite wrong, 
where he will have it, that the Jews, after our Lord 
had clear'd himſelf beyond exception of the Blaſ- 1 
phemy charg'd upon him, left off the Thoughts of 1 
ſtoning him as a Blaſphemer, and endeavour'd to de- | 
liver him up to the Government, to find or make 
ſome other Accuſation againſt him. For the Jeus did 
not therefore intend to apprehend Chriſt, that they 
might bring him before the Sanhedrin, but that they 
might carry him off to ſome place, where they could 
murder him without Sacrilege. The Temple, within 
the Verge of which our Saviour ſtood and talk'd, Was 
every way ſacred, and not to be polluted by any 
(c) Slaughter, or Blood. Beſides, the Word (again! 
plainly ſhews, that the Jews were for repeating the 
Attempt they had before made, to (d) ſtone him. In 
that place alſo the Word | again] occurs, and mani- 
feſtly denotes another time alſo, when the Jews, upon a 
like Occaſion, would have ſtoned (e) Chriſt. For 
there alſo the Jews rightly thought, from our Saviour's. 
Diſcourſe, when he ſaid that he was (J) before Abra- 
ham, that he attributed to himſelf a certain Nature, . 
in which he was before Abraham, that is, a Divine 
Nature, and therefore called himſelf God. 
7. I proceed to the third manner, in which Epiſco- 
pius ſays Chriſt, as Man, is in Scripture called God, 
namely, Becauſe he was raiſed from the Dead to Life im- 
mortal by the Father, and, as it were, begotten again of the 


(a) Ver. z 9. (6) ver. 23. (c) Compare Acts * 30. 
44) Ver. 31, (e) John viii. ver. 59. () Ver. 38. 


Womb 
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Womb of the Earth, (a) without any Mother. I anſwer, 
Chriſt could not this way be called the Only-begotten 
Son of God, for in this ſenſe, all good Men, who riſe 
again, are called Sons of God, becauſe Sons of the 
(6b) Reſurrettion. The Man Chriſt may, upon account 
of his Reſurrection, be called the Firſt-begotten from 
the Dead, and indeed he is expreſly fo called, (c) be- 
cauſe he, the firſt of all the Dead, return'd from 
Death to Life, never to die any more. Beſides, in 
the places where Chriſt in Scripture is call'd Only- 
begotten, God the Father is faid to have ſent his Only- 
begotten Son into the World, and to have (4) given 
him to Men. Therefore he was the Only-begotten 
Son of God when he firſt came into the World, not 
then only, after he was by Death taken out of it, 
then raiſed from the Dead, and about to aſcend into 
Heaven. But the Apoſtle St. Paul, in the place cited 
by Epiſcopius, applies the Words of David, Thou art 
my Son, this Day have I begotten thee, to the Reſurrec- 
tion of Chriſt from the Dead. Now it is to be ob- 
ſerv'd againſt” the modern Artemonites, that this is not 
ſo to be underſtood, as tho? he then only began to be 
the Son of God in the moſt excellent Senſe, and to be 
- begotten of him by and after the Reſurre&1on; but that 
by the Reſurrection, he was the moſt powerfully declar'd 
and exhibited as the True and Only-begotten Son of 
God. For this is the way of the Scripture, to ſay 
that things are then made, when they are manifeſted 
and diſcover themſelves. Hence (e) Juſtin Martyr, 
(as we have elſewhere obſerv'd) upon citing this place, 
adds, Then ſaying that he was born to Men, when he was 
going to be known'of them. Thus indeed St. Paul inter- 
prets himſelf concerning his Son, made of the Seed of David, 
after the Fleſh, and declared the Son of God with Power, 
J after the Holy Spirit, by the Reſurrection from the 


(a) As xiii, ver. 32, & 33. (5) Luke xx. ver. 36. 

Y Col. i. ver. 18. (d) John iii. 16. 1 Ep. of St. John, iv. 9 

(e) Pag. 316. (f) Rom, i. ver. 3, 4. | 
Dead, 
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Dead. Here Chryſoſtom interprets seni, which 
we tranſlate declar d, by ſhewn, manifeſted, judg d, by 
the Opinion and Suffrage of all. To the ſame ſenſe” 
the Greek Scholiaſts, the Syriac and AÆthiopic Verſions, 
The Latin Interpreter alone, contrary to the Faith of 
all the Greek Copies, renders [who is predeſtinated the 
Son of God] as though it had been written @e92e.%me. 
But what a ſort of a Son of God was Chriſt declar'd 
and proved to be by the Reſurrection ? No doubt, a 
Son of God co-eſſential to his Father, and therefore 
very God. For as in this place [according to the Fleſh} 
denotes the human Nature of Chriſt, ſo [according 10 
the Spirit of Holineſs] denotes his divine Nature. Now 
as Chriſt, according to the Fleſh, is ſaid to be of the 
Seed of David, i. e. the Son of David; ſo he is called 
the Son of God, according to the Spirit of Holineſs: 
We have obſerv d fo often before, that the Spirit in 
Chriſt, eſpecially when oppos d to the Fleſh, denotes \f 
his divine Nature, that it 1s needleſs to repeat it. | 
Nor ought it to ſeem ſtrange that Chriſt, as the Son bl 
of God, and God, is here called the Spirit of Holi- i 
neſs, an Appellation generally given to the third Per- 
ſon of the Divinity; for the fame divine, ſpiritual and 3 
holy Nature, is common to every Perſon of the [ 
Trinity. Hence we have obſerved, that Hermas, a a 1 
Contemporary of St. Paul, has expreſly called the | 
divine Perſon of the Son of God an Holy Spirit; and 1 
that Ignatius, an A poſtolical Man, and a ſtudious Imi- i | 
tator of St. Paul's Style, has called him the immaculate | 
Spirit (a). Beſides, the ſame Jenatins ſeems to have 3 
had reſpe& to this Text of St. Paul's, and to have = 
given us a Paraphraſe of it in that illuſtrious Place, ff 
more than once cited by me : There is one Phyſician, 
carnal and ſpiritual, made and unmade, God made in the | 
Fleſh; (or as Gelaſius, Athanaſius, and Theodoret, tt 
God in Man) the true Life in Death, both of Mary, and l i 
of God. Here, as in St. Paul, Chriſt is ſaid to have 1 


(a) Def. N. C. Sea, I, chap, 2, ſect. Jo 


"wo. 
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two Natures, a carnal and a ſpiritual : According to 
the carnal Nature, or, as St. Paul ſpeaks, according 
to the Fleſh, Chriſt is ſaid to be begotten, or made, 
and mortal Man : According to the ſpiritual Nature, 
or, as St. Paul, according to the Spirit of Holineſs, 
he is unbegotten, or unmade, the true Life, and con- 
ſequently God; as carnal, of Mary, i. e. the Seed of 
David; as ſpiritual, of God, i. e. the Son of God (a). 


8. We are now come to the fourth and laſt manner, 


in which Epiſcopius will have it, that the Man Chriſt 
is called the Son of God in Scripture ; namely, As Je- 
ſus Chriſt, being raiſed from the Dead, was made entire 
Heir of all things in his Father's Houſe ; and therefore 
Lord | of all the Heavenly Poſſeſſions, and of his Father? p 


Miniſters, i. e. of all the Angels (). I anſwer, That 


Chriſt could not, properly be called the Son of God 
upon this account only, much leſs then his Only- 
begotten Son. For an Heir is not neceſſarily the true 
natural Son of him, whoſe Heir he is, much leſs his 
Only-begotten Son; becauſe a Relation, or a Stranger, 


may be made Heir (c). Further, our Lord, as J ſaid 
a little before, was the Only-begotten Son of God 
when he was firſt ſent into this World by his Father, 


therefore not then only made the Only-begotten Son 
of God, when taken up again into his Father's Hea- 
venly Manſion, and made Heir and Lord of all. 


Now as for the place refer d to in the Epiſtle to the 


Hebrews, Chriſt is not there called the Son of God, 
much leſs God, becauſe made Heir of all; but on the 


(a) Compare 1 Tim. iii. 16, 1 Pet. iii. 18, 19, 20. 

(0) Heb. i. ver. 5. | "27 
(e) The Author of the Queries, though prolix upon this Head, has not 
#hought fit to take any notice of Dr. Bull's Arguments. In this, and the 
tbree preceding Modes, in which our Lord is by Epiſcopius affirm'd to 
be the Only-begotten Son, that Gentleman has exatily follow'd him, 


without ſo much as a Stricture upon that ſound Reaſoning the Biſbop has 


wſed in his Confutation, If his Book did not betray the contrary, a 
Man would ſcarce believe he had any Acquaintance with this excellent 
Piece. Compare the Anſwer to the Queries, p. 65, c. with cer Au- 
thor. e e . FAS 
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other hand, he is ſaid to be made Heir of all, be- 


cauſe the Son firſt ; the Son, I ſay, by whom God the 
Father made the Worlds, and who was before Ages. 


The Words are theſe : God in theſe laſt Days hath 


\ ſpoken to us by his Son, whom he hath made Heir of all 
things, by whom alſo he made the World. Here the 
Socinian Comment is monſtrous, namely, that God is 
therefore ſaid to have made- the Worlds by his Son, 
becauſe he reform'd Mankind by him, and brought 


them into a new State. A Man may fafely ſwear, not 


one of the Hebrews, to whom this Epiſtle was written, 
underſtood the Author's Words in this ſenſe ; or ever 
dreamt that by [the Worlds] was only meant Mankind, 
much leſs only that part of them to whom the Light 


of the Goſpel had then appear d. The Words, which 


we render Worlds, are, by an Hebraiſm, uſed for the 
whole created Univerſe. Thus again in another 
place, (a) By Faith we perceive that the Worlds were made 
by the Word of God. Nor can-you, I believe, either 
in Holy Scripture, or any profane Greek Author, find 
the Word underſtood in their Senſe. In the Jeuiſß 
Liturgy, God is. frequently called God, or Lord of 
Ages, i. e. of all created things. They, as the Criticks 
in that Literature obſerve, make a three-fold on, 
Age, or World : 'The firſt, the inferior, the elementary 


Region; the ſecond, the middle, the celeſtial Orbs ; 


the third, the ſuperior, the Manſion of the Divine 
Majeſty and the Angels, which St. Paul calls the 
Third Heaven. The Divine Author then intended 
to teach us that God the Father made all theſe ons, 
Ages, Worlds, by his Son. This he again expreſly 
affirms in the ſame (c) Chapter, where he ſays, that 
the Words of the Pſalmiſt were ſpoken to the Son of 
God : Thou Lord in the Beginning haſt founded the Earth, 
the Heavens are the Works of thy Hands. They ſhall periſb, 


but thou endureſt ; they all ſhall wax old as a Garment, and 


as a Veſture ſhalt thou fold them up, and they ſball\ be 


(a) Chap. IT, Ver. 3. a (60 2 Cor, xii. „ (c) Ver. 10, II, 12. 
i changed: 
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changed : but thou art the ſame, and thy Years ſhall not fail. 
What do the Hereticks again with theſe Words ? As 
they uſed to do. They deny the Paragraph is applied 
to the Son of God, and ſay only that part of it, 


which ſpeaks of what is not yet done, but future, 


namely, the Deſtruction of the World, is by the Au- 


thor accommodated to him. But (not to ſay that it is 


the plain Deſign of the Author, to ſhew the Excel- 
lency of the Son of God from his preſent actual At- 
tributes; nor to add, that both the Creation and De- 
ſtruction of the World are alike the Work of a Di- 
vine Power, and not communicable to any Creature) 
what is this, if not impudently to contradict the Di- 
vine Author to his Face? Now, they ſay, it is too 
too plain, that theſe Words of the Pſalmiſt are ſpoken 
to the ſupreme God, namely, to God the Father. 


Grant it, what, then? Does it thence follow, that 
they are not alſo ſpoken to the Son of God? On the 


contrary, whatſoever is ſpoken to God the Father, as 
the Creator of the World, is ſpoken alſo to the Son, 
becauſe God the Father, as the Author had ſaid be- 
fore, created all things by the Son. Moreover, tho? 
that Pſalm ſeem to be nothing elſe than the Supplica- 
tion of the People or Prophet for rebuilding Jeruſalem, 
raſed by the Chaldzans; yet (according to the gene- 


rality of Interpreters) as the earthly Jeruſalem is a . 


Figure of the Church of Chriſt, ſo theſe things which 
are ſpoken of the rebuilding the earthly Jeruſalem, 
are myſtically to be refer'd to the building the ſpiritual 
and heavenly Jeruſalem, the Church, the City and 
Kingdom of Chriſt. For the following Paſſages of this 


Pſalm are not perfectly fulfill'd, except in Chriſt and 
his Church. (a) Thou ſpalt ariſe and have Mercy upon 


Zion, for it is time to have Mercy upon her, yea the time is 
come. And, The Gentiles ſhall fear thy Name, O Lord, 


and all the Kings of the Earth thy Glory; for the Lord 


hath built Zion, and ſhall be ſeen in his Majeſty. And, 


- (4) Palm cb. - 
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The Lord looked down from Heaven upon the Earth, & c. 
And, When the People met together, and the Kings alſo to 
ſerve the Lord. Wherefore the other things alſo ſpoken 
of God belong to Chriſt. And indeed, if this was 
not plain from the Context, we muſt yield to the Au- 
thority of an inſpir'd Writer. I will yet add, that 
the literal Senſe of the Pſalm, as it relates to the 
freeing God's People from the Babyloniſh Captivity, 
belongs to Chriſt, becauſe he, as the Word and Son 
of God, always exiſting with God his Father, preſided 
over and provided for the Church from the Beginning ; 
yea, by his Providence, ruled and govern'd all created 
things. Nor can we think (as Tertullian tells us, in 
concert- with the whole Church of Chriſt) that onl 
the Works of the World were made by the Son, but 
alſo the things tranſacted by God ſince the Creation. 
Hence (a) St. Paul plainly teaches, that it was Chriſt 
who preſided over the People of Iſrael in the Wilder- 
neſs, after he had brought them out of the Egyptian 
Bondage, and who went before, and led them by the 
Hand, as it were, into the Promiſed Land. 

Theſe impious, troubleſome Fellows, proceed in 
their Argument thus : If the Author of the Epiſtle 
had therefore cited this Teſtimony of the Pſalmiſt to 
prove that the World was made by the Son of God, 
he had miſs'd his End; for that was to ſhew that Ex- 
cellency of the Son only which he had, being now 
placed at the Right Hand of God; a Purpoſe which 
could no way be ſerv'd, by applying to him the Crea- 
tion of the World. But on the other hand, foraſ- 
much as the Author cites this place of the Creation, 
and expreſly applies it to the Son of God, we are aſ- 
ſur'd that it was not his Deſign only to ſhew that Ex- 
cellency of the Son, which he at length arriv'd at, af- 


(.) 1 Cor. *. ver. 9. See the Defence of the N. C. SeQ. 1. 
chap. 1. almoſt entirely concerning this matter, but eſpecially ſect. 12, 
145 15, 16. e | 


ter 


192 The JUDGMENT © 
ter his Exaltation at the Right Hand of God the Fa- 
ther. Beſides, in the very beginning of the Chaprer, 
the Author had briefly ſaid theſe three Things of our 
Saviour; That he is the Son of God, by way of Di- 
ſtinction; that the Ages, or Worlds, were made by 
him; and, laſtly, that he was made and declared Heir 
of all, when in his Fleſh he was taken up into the 
higheſt Heavens, and there placed at the Right Hand 
of God the Father. For theſe ſeveral Reaſons, the 
Author afterwards ſhews from Citations of Scripture, 
that he was not only far more excellent than the Pro- 
phets of God (as has been noted before) but alſo than 
the Angels themſelves. Now this Teſtimony, of 


which we are treating, manifeſtly belongs to the 


ſecond. For which Reaſon the Word tranſlated [being 
made] ought to be render'd [who is ;] or, according to 
Chryſoſtom and Theophylaft, expounded [being exhi- 
bited and declared.) Laſtly, the Sophiſters urge : If 


the Author of the Epiſtle had really believ'd, and 


been fully perſuaded that all the Creatures were made 
by the Son of God, why ſhould he ſo elaborately have 
made the Compariſon between him and the Angels? 
Who could doubt whether the Creator was more ex- 


cellent than the Creatures? I agree with them, that 


uo one could. But at that Time, when this Epiſtle was 


Written, there were many, namely, the Cerinthians 
and others, who attributed the Creation of this viſi- 


ble World at leaſt to the Angels, in the mean time 


believing our Lord only a mere Creature, a Man, and 


no more, not exiſting before Mary, and conſequently 
much inferior to the Angels. Further, the carnal 


Jews, who had not yet received the Doctrine of 


the Goſpel, the Brethren of thoſe ro whom this 
Epiſtle is wrote, believed that the Chriſt, or 


Meſſiah promiſed by the Prophets, was to be no- 


thing but a Man; and many of their Doctors 


thought that the Angels were Fellow-Workers 


with him in the Creation of the Lower World ; 
TE and 
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and that it was ſaid to them by God, (a) Let us make | 
Man. Againſt thoſe the Divine Author ſets himſelf 

to good purpoſe, when he explains the Excellency of 
Chriſt the Son of God above Angels; and he very ap- 
politely inſtructs us againſt them, when he ſays, that 
the Creation is certainly the Work of the ſupreme 
God by his Son, who himſelf is alſo God ; and that this 
Work is not compatible with Angels at all, who are 
themſelves Creatures, and (b) miniſtring Spirits to God. 
I return at laſt to the Words of the Author: God 


in theſe Iaſt Days hath ſpoken to us by his Son, whom he | 
hath made Heir of all things, by whom alſo he made the = 
Worlds. It is indeed very clear, that the ſacred 
Writer hete intended to ſhew the Congruity of the 
Divine Diſpenſation, by which it was ſo manag'd, 
that the World ſhould, in the Fulneſs of Time, be re- 
newed by the ſame Son by which it was made iti the 1 
Beginning ; that he who was Lord in the old Crea- 
tion, ſhould be Heir and Lord in the new. Thus 
alſo St. Paul argues, (c) where he celebrates the ſame | |} 
Son of God whom he had proclaim'd the Firſt-begotten 1 
of every Creature, i. e. begotten of God before every 1 
Creature, and Maker of all things (for he who denies 1 
that the Apoſtle here ſpeaks of a Creation, properly ſo 
called, may, with the ſame Aſſurance, deny that ſuck 
a Creation is any where deſcribed in Scripture; and 1 
conſequently contend that the firſt Chapter of Geneſis | 
is to be expounded allegorically) as the Head of the. | 
Body, the Church, and the Firſt-begotten from the Dead. 1 
Immediately after (d) he adds this Reaſon, That be i 
might have the Pre-eminence in all things, i. e. that evety 
way he might be above all, in reſpe& of Reſtoration 
as well as Inſtitution, as the Beginning of the World, 1 
and Head of the Church. Thus, after examining all i 
Epiſcopius's four Manners, in which our Saviour, as 4 


* 
r 


(a) See Paul Fagius p, the Place Philo Judzus de opificio | 
õ dierum; and Juſtin's Dialogue with Trypho, p. 285. 1 
(b) Ver. 14. (c) Coloſſ. chap. i. ver, 16, 17. (4) Ver. 18, 
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9. I proceed to the third Argument, taken from 
the Order and Context of the Creed itſelf, Now it, 
is manifeſt, that Epiſcopius's four Modes are all ex- 
preſs d elſewhere in the Creed, therefore not denoted 


in thoſe Words [his Onh-begotren Song] unleſs we ad- 
mit, a Tautology in ſo ſhort a Form. The ſecond | 
Mode, concerning the Miſſion, or UnRion of our Sa- 


viour to his Office, is. ſignify'd juſt before, in the 
Word [Chriſt.} The other Three, his Conception by 
the Holy Spirit, his Refurrecion from the Dead, and. 
his Exaltation at the Right Hand of God the Father, 
are all afterwards expreſs d in diſtinct Articles. Where- 
fore, when in the Creed we confeſs, Jeſus Chriſt the 
Only-begotten Son of God, we plainly ſignify that 
he hath anothe 
ferent- from all the other. : 

The Author of the Irenicum eagerly (as his Cuſtom 
is) contends, that the Words of the Creed, which 


follow theſe [and in Jeſus Chriſt, his Only-begotten Sou, ] 


are only: added for Deſcription-ſake, That it might ap- 
pear what a San of God is here underſtood, namely, ſuch an 
one as was born of the Virgin Mary, crucify'd, dead, 


raiſed again, taken up into Heaven, and fits at the. Right 


Hand of the, Father, and ſhall come to judge the Quick and 
the Dead; all which things denote a ſingular, an only-begot- 
ten, and a proper Son of God. Bur here the Heretick is 


as much miſtaken as can be. For, (1.) No ſober 
Man will believe, that in ſo ſhort a Creed, all thoſe 


things which are added concerning him, after he- is 


 confeſs'd | 
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confeſs d to be the Only-begotten Son of God, are 
only added by way of Explication, that it might ap- 
ear what a Son of God he is; for they make ar leaſt 

| half the Creed. (2.) Moſt of thoſe things that follow, 
make nothing any way to the purpoſe of our Lord's Filia- 
tion; namely, He ſuffer'd under Pontius Pilate, was cruci- 
yd, dead, and buried, he deſcended into Hell. Therefore, 
(3. We muſt conclude, that thoſe things that follow the 
Profeſſion of Faith in the Only-begotten Son of God, 
are not only added, that it might be the mote clearly 
underſtood who this Son of God was, in whom we 
muſt believe; but alfo that it might appear what this 
Son of God did and ſuffer d for ns, what he under- 
took, and diſcharg'd for our Salvation; namely, that 
he was conceiv'd by the Holy Spirit, born of the Vir- 
gin Mary, was even made Man, and fuffer'd under 
Pontius Pilate. This (a) Ruffinus tells us, who well 


knew the ſenſe of the Roman Church, which uſed this 


Creed: After, that the defigned Order of the Creed hat 
been laid before us, the ineffable Myſtery of the Son's Na- 
tivity from the Father, it now deſcends to his vouchſafing to 
engage in the Buſineſs of Man's Salvation, and ſays that 
he, whom it had before called the Only Son of God, and 
onr Lord, was born of the Virgin Mary, by the Holy Ghoſt. 
This Nativity relates to the Diſpeiiſation among Men, that 
[Sonfhip and Dominion] to his Divine Subſtance. This 
belongs to his Condeſcenſion, that 10 his Nature, In order 
to underſtand this Expoſition of Ruffinus the better, 
We are to conſider that the antient Doctors of the 


Church divided all their Diſcourſes upon Chriſt into 


theſe two Parts, The Theology and the Oeconomy. They 
call'd that the Theology, which belong'd to the Di- 
vinity of our Saviour, That he was the Son of God, 
begotten of God the Father before all Ages, and even 


God, and that by him all things were made. They 


called that the Oeconomy, or Diſperiſation, which be- 


long' d to his Incarnation, and what he did upon 


(a) Expoſitio Symboli. 
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Earth in the Fleſh, to procure the Salvation of Man- 
kind. Therefore in the Creed, call'd the Apoſtles, 


thoſe Words in which we profeſs our Faith in the 


Only-begotten Son of God, relate to the Theology ; 
but thoſe that follow, concerning his Conception by 
the Holy Spirit, his Nativity of the Virgin, and his 
Paſſion, to the Diſpenſation, or Oeconomy (a). Thus 


the Biſhops. and Doctors of the Catholick Church, 


from the Apoſtles, underſtood and + ag the 
Rule of Faith concerning our Lord Chriſt. So (6) A- 


natius, in his genuine Epiſtle to the Ephefians : Our 


God Jeſus Chriſt was conceived by Mary, according to the 
' Diſpenſation of God, of the Seed of David, and the Holy 
Spirit, He was born and baptiz'd. Therefore the Con- 
ception of the Virgin Mary, the Nativity, @c. ac- 


_ cording to natius, doth not belong to the Deſcription 
of the Son of God, but to that Diſpenſation which 


the Son of God, himſelf alſo God, undertook for our 
Salvation. Thus Auſtin, in the place often cited upon 
another occaſion, ſays, This is the Faith requiſite to 
the Salvation of all that live under the Goſpel, by 
which they acknowledge Chriſt the Son of God, who was 
even before Lucifer and the Moon, and who being incar- 


nate, condeſcended to be born of the Virgin, that by this 
Diſpenſation, the Serpent, an Evil-doer from the Begin- 
ning, and the Angels like him, might be deſtroy d, &c. 


Here the Nativity is expreſly refer'd to the Diſpenſa- 


tion, Which the Son of God, who was before Ages, 


underwent for our ſakes. Trenæus alſo giving us the 
Rule of Faith receiv'd in all the Churches, (which we 
have, for the moſt part, recited before) after the Pro- 
feſſion of Faith in the Only-begotten Son of God, 
that is, after the "Theology, preſently adds, that the 
Holy Spirit had foretold by the Prophets, the Diſpenſa- 
tions and Advents, the Nativity of the Virgin, the Paſ- 
fron, Reſurrection Irm the Dead, and the incarnate Aſ- 


| (9) Compare Gal. iv. 4, with Eph, i. 10. 
(b) A. . Tom. 2. P · 16. 3 


ſampriun 


Kelly 


ſumption into Heaven of our beloved_ Lord Chriſt Jeſus. 


* - 8 


the CaTroticx Chuxck, &c. 197 
Here he expreſly refers the Articles of the Creed, con- 
cerning the coming of our Saviour into this World, 
1. e. concerning his Nativity of the Virgin, his Paſ- 
ſion, and what he did upon Earth, till his Aſcent 
into Heaven, to thoſe Diſpenſations which he, the 
Only-begotten Son of God, underwent for our Salva- 
tion. The ſame Perſon (a) elegantly deſeribes the 
Faith of a ſpiritual Man, a true Chriſtian Catholick, 
concerning the Holy Trinity, in theſe Words: He 
hath all things; he has an entire Faith in the One. Almighty 
God, from whom are all things; a firm Perſuaſion in our 
Lord Jeſus Chriſt, the Son of God, by whom are all things ; 
and in his Diſpenſations, by which the Son of God was 
made Man; and a true Knowledge of the Holy Spirit of 
God, who through every Age repreſents to Men, according to 


the Will of the Father, the Diſpenſations of the Father 
and the Sin. Here again the holy Man ſhews, that 


there is a two-fold Knowledge of Chriſtians concern- 
ing Chriſt contain'd in the Church's Rule of Faith; 
one which reſpects his Divine Perſon, that he is the 
Son of God, by whom all things were made; ano- 
ther which reſpe&s the Diſpenſations, that he the Son 


of God was made Man, Cc. Ir will not be difficult 
then to judge, whether Expoſition of the Creed is to 
be prefer'd, that of theſe Apoſtolical Men and Mar- 


tyrs, (to whom all the following Catholick Fathers 
agree) or that of the Author of the Irenicum, a modern 
Opiniator. | he. 5 „ SSA 

10. Our fourth and laſt Argument is deduced. from 
the Senſe and Interpretation of the primitive Catho- 
lick Church. In the three firſt Ages, (for there'is no 
Controverſy about the following Ages) the Title of / 
the Only-begotten, or Only Son of God, given to Chriſt, 
is plainly determin'd by the conſtant and perpetual 
uſe of all Catholick Doctors, to mean his Divine Ge- 
neration from God the Father, before all Ages. All 


{a) Lib. 4. chap. 62. p. 399. 2 
1 „ — 
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of them agree to that of Tertullian (a), concerning 
the Son ot God: He is the Firſt- begotten, as being be- 


gotten before all things; and the Ouly-begotten, as being 


alone begotten of God, properly, out of the Womb of his 
Heart. For they all of them owned no other Son of 
God than he, who was begotren of the very Eſſence of 


_ God the Father; that is, who was the Logos and Word 
from his eternal Mind, as we have elſewhere abundantly _ 


proved (5). Now this is ſo ſure and manifeſt, that 
(c) Petavius himſelf, otherwiſe a rigid Cenſor of them, 


is forced to confeſs concerning thoſe Ante-Nicene 
Writers, who ſeem to have denied the Eternity of 


the Only-begotten Son of God, (for they only ſeem 
to deny it) that they uſſerted the Son to be of the Sub- 
ſtance on Nature of the Father. What would we have, 
then? Hath not the Roman Church plainly enough 
expreſſed that peculiar manner of Jeſus Chriſt's Filia- 


tion, concerning. which Epiſcopius ſpeaks in this Creed? 


Hath ſhe not uſed the very Words by which all Per- 
ſons confeſs this manner of Filiation was denoted in 


that Age and Church? What though ſome modern 


Heretick. can coin a new Expoſition ? Surely, the 


Creeds of the Churches are to be expounded from the _ |: 


Senſe. of the Churches, and not the wild Imagination 


of Hereticks. If this were once admitted, there 


would ſoon. be an. end of every Article of our Faith. 
He does not hold the Creed of any Church, who does 
not underſtand it in the ſenſe of the Church. The 


Author of a Piece aſcrib'd to Juſtin, has ſpoke excel- 


lently upon this Head: (d) I is not the bare giving Glory 


to the Father and the Son, that is to us the Means of Sal- 


uation; but a ſound Confeſſion of the Trinity conveys to us 
the Enjoyment of. thoſe good things laid up for the Pious. 


Fur one may hear Heterodox Men praiſing the Father and 


the Son, hut not. worſhipping them in the true Senſe. In 
like manner (e) St. Cyprian, upon thoſe Words of 
(a) Pag. 503. (b) Defence of the Nicene Faith, Se. 2+ 


2broughout. (c) De Trinitate, Lib. 1, chap. 5. ſe&. 7. (d) P. 372+ 
(e) P.200, * WL 


Chriſt, 
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the CaTroriex CHAN, tr. 199 


Chri ſt, Go ye and teach all Nations, baptizing them in the 
Name of the Father, the Son, and. the Holy Spirit: He 
ſuggeſts the Trinity, into which Myſtery the Gentiles are 


baptix d. But does Marcion hold this Trinity? Does he 


aſſert the ſame Creator, God the Father, as we do? One 


and the ſame Son Chriſt, who was born of the Virgin Mary, 


and made Fleſh, &c. No, Marcion, and the other Here- 
ticks, have a Faith widely different from ours, nay rather, 
they have nothing among them, but Perfidy, Blaſphemy, and 
Contention, the Enemies of Truth and Holineſs. _ 

'Thus let us alſo refute Epiſcopius and others, who 
would perſuade us that the Arians and Socinians are to 
be eſteem'd our Brethren, becauſe, forſooth, they re- 
ceive the common Creed of the Church, and profeſs 
Faith in Chriſt, the Only-begotten Son of God, as 
well as we. But do they believe in the ſame Only- 
begotten Son of God, in which we Catholicks at this 


day; and all the Catholick Church always believ d? 


No, their Faith is widely different, or rather, they 
have none. The Church believes, and always did be- 
lieve in the Only-begotten Son of God, who was be- 
gotten of God the Father before all Ages, and was 
himſelf God; ſuch a Son of God as neither of thoſe 
Hereſies ſincerely confeſs. For the Arians (if you 
ſtrip their Notion of its Vizard) have a Son of God 
Only-begotten too, who is indeed a Creature made of 
nothing, though more excellent than all the reſt, and 
produced before them. The Socinians Qnly-begotten 
Son is a mere Man, not exiſting before his Nativity 
of the Virgin. Both of them in Word profeſs the 
Faith of the Church concerning the Only-begotten 


Son of God; but their inward Notion and Sentiment 


is clean Hereſy and Blaſphemy. Further, from what 
we have diſcourſed ſo largely concerning the Creed 
called the Apoſtles, you may ſee the Vanity, the Folly, 


- and, if you pleaſe, the matchleſs Impudence of the 


(a) Racovian Catechiſt, who boaſts, That he and his 


(a) Catech, Racov. 1609. P · 39. | | 5 
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Friends only believe concerning the Perſon of Chriſt, that he 
is by Nature truly Man, as the Creed, commonly called the 
Apoſtles, and embrac'd by al Chriſtians in common with 


them, teſtifies. 


FDC ET TITTY 


CAP. VI 
Of the Antient Eaſtern Creed. 


1. J Come now to the fourth and laſt Poſition ; 
a namely, : 


That ſpecial Mode of Jeſus Chriſt*s Filiation, in which 


he exifted in his better Nature before all Ages, being be- 


gotten of God the Father, aud therefore God, is expreſly 
taught and declar'd in the Creed, or Rule of Faith, which 


obtain d in the moſt antient Eaſtern Churches before the | 


Council of Nice, 


| 2. It is not to be doubted but that the Eaſtern 
Churches had their Creed, or rather Creeds, before 
the Council of Nice; Creeds, I mean, more large and 


explicit than that firſt and moſt antient Creed Epiſco- | 


pius mentions, conceiv'd in theſe Words only, J be- 
lieve in God the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit, 
It is very plain that the Roman, and the other M/eftern 
Churches, had their Creed before the Council of Nice, 
larger than that ſimple Confeſſion of the Trinity, 
from Ruffmus and Auſtin; nay, from Tertullian, Cy- 
prian, and the Writers of the third Century. As for 


the Roman Church, which the other Weſtern Churches 
generally follow'd, Voſſius (a) hath given us the ex- 


preſs Words of Vigilius, where he writes thus: All profeſs 
to believe in God the Father Almighty, and in Jeſus Chriſt 
his Son, our Lord. To this Head he [Eutyches] calum- 


(s) Voſlius de tribus Symbolis, | 


io 


1 7 * 2 PTY 7 
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the CarHolicx CHURCH, c. 20 
niouſiy objects this: Why do they not ſay, And in one Jeſus 
Chriſt his Son, according to the Decree of the Council of 
Nice ? But at Rome, even before that Synod mer, even from 
the Times of the Apoſtles till nou, and under Czleſtine, of 
bleſſed Memory, who he owns to be Orthodox, the Creed was 
the ſame ; nor are the Words any way prejudicial, where the 
Senſe is ſound. 15 
Nov if the Roman and Weſtern Churches had ſuch 
a Creed before the Council of Nice, why not the 
Eaſtern alſo? Nay, ſuch a Creed was more neceſſary 
for theſe Churches than for the Roman, as I have 
(a) before obſerv'd from Ruffinus, becauſe they were 
grievouſly diſturb'd in the firſt Ages by Hereticks, 

who gave the Roman Church no Trouble. Befides, 
the Greek Ante-Nicene Writers frequently mention the 
Rule of Faith in their Writings; and Venaus, an 
Afiatick, and doubtleſs one of them, gives us this 
Rule at large. So Euſebius, in the Synod of Nice, re- 
cited a larger Confeſſion of Faith, which the Cate- 
chumen was taught, and profeſs'd in the Baptiſtery, 
before the Fathers had made their Creed (b). 
3. Further, we mult needs conclude, that the 
Churches of the Eaſt did not reje& their antient 
Creed, after that of the Council was ſer forth. For 
we ſee that the Roman Church retain'd her old Creed 
after the Council, And who can doubt but that the 
Churches of the Eaſt did fo likewiſe ? For the Decrees 
of the Nicene Council being Qecumenical, did equally 
reſpe& all the Churches of Chriſt ; ſo that the caſe in 
this matter was the ſame as to Eaſtern and Weſtern. 
Now the Nicene Fathers, I ſuppoſe, never had any De- 
fign either to make a new Creed, or to deliver down 
the old Eaſtern Creed entire, with their own Addition ; 
but only to aſſert the true and receiv'd Senſe of that 
Article of the old Creed relating to the Son of God, 
againſt the Arians, They indeed premiſe the Article 
of the old Creed, concerning God the Father (though 


(2) See above, (b) Socrates, Lib, 1. chap. 8. p. 20, & 21. 
2 1 | . 
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nor entire) to their Confeſſion concerning the Son of 
God, and they ſubjoin to it ſomething concerning the 
Faith in the Holy Spirit. But this they did, as think- 
ing the Faith concerning the Son of God could not 
be explain'd juſtly, without a Profeſſion of the Father 
and Holy Spirit. Hereupon, as ſoon as they have 
barely mention'd the Holy Spirit, they immediately 


return to the Article concerning the Son, their main 


Buſineſs, and denounce an Anathema againſt thoſe 
who denied his true and eternal Divinity. Now I 


| will prove hereafter, and that indiſputably, that many 


things were left out in the Nicene Creed after thoſe 
Words [and in the Holy Ghoſt] which were extant in 
the Creed receiv'd by the firſt Eaſtern Churches. This 
however is certain, that the Nicene Biſhops never in- 


_ tended that their Creed ſhould from that time be uſed 
in adminiſtring Baptiſm, (the Anathematiſm which 


concludes it, 1s repugnant to that end) bur left every 
Church to uſe their former Creeds. Sure, if the 
Holy Synod had intended that, either the Roman and 
Weſtern Churches, whoſe Biſhops made a great part 
of the Synod, did not underſtand her Meaning, or 
deſpiſed it ; which no ſober Man can imagine. For 
Ruffinus, in his Preface to the Expoſition of the Agui- 
leian Creed, expreſly teſtifies, That at Rome they kept 
up the old Cuſtom, that they who were to receive the Grace 
of Baptiſm, ſhould repeat the Creed in the Audience of the 
People ; the old Roman Creed, of which he had been 
ſpeaking before. And a little after he ſays, that he 
took upon him the old Creed of Aquileia (in ſome 


things different from the Roman) in the Grace of Bap- 


tiſm ; that is, profeſs'd that Creed when he was 


baptiz'd. 5 


4. Theſe things premis'd, I proceed to prove my 
Poſition. The Churches of Paleſtine were the moſt an- 
tient of all other, and of them the Church of Jeruſa- 
lem, as being that from which the Doctrine of the 
Goſpel firſt came, and was derived to the other parts 
of the World. Hence the Conſtantiuopolitan Fathers 

gaaulled 


the CarTrHolicx Chuxch, &c. 203 


called it the Mother of all Churches (a). Though this 
firſt Church, almoſt from the Inſtitution of Metro- 
politans till the Council of Chalcedon, was ſubjected to 
Cæſarea; yet, for the Reaſon above mention d, all 
other Churches held it in great Eſteem. Now what 
the antient Creed of Jeruſalem was, and what it taught 
to believe concerning the Perſon of our Lord Jeſus 
Chriſt, Cyril, made Biſhop of that Church in 3 50, 
will beſt inform us. He, while yet a Catechiſt, ex- 
plain'd this Creed by parts to the Competentes ; all 
which parts, joined together, make this Confeſſion: 
I believe in One God the Father Almighty, Maker of Hea= 
ven aud Earth, and of all things viſible and inviſible ; and 
in One Lord Jeſus Chrift, the Only-begotten Son of God, be- 
gotten of the Father before all Worlds, true God, by whom 
all things were made, incarnate and made Man, crucify'd 
and buried; who roſe again from the Dead the third Day, 
and aſcended into Heaven, and fitteth at the Right Hand 
of the Father, and who cometh to judge the Quick and the 
Dead, whoſe Kingdom ſhall have no End : And in the 
Holy Spirit the Comforter, who hath ſpoken by the Prophets ; 
the one Baptiſm of Repentance, for the Remiſſion of Sins; 
and in the one Catholick Church; the Re ſurrection of the 
Fleſh, and the Life Everlaſting. *Vö 
5. It is plain, this is not the Nicene Creed, and that 
it hath not the Additions of the Conſtantinopolitan con- 
cerning the Holy Ghoſt. The latter no one can won- 
der at, who remembers that Cyril's Catechiſms, in 
which this Creed is recited, were wrote many Years 
before the Council of Conſtantinople, i. e. before the 
Year 381. It remains then, that this muſt be the old 
Creed of the Church of Jeruſalem. This is alſo clear, 
becauſe Cyril expounds it to the Candidates for Bap- 
tiſm: now in the Adminiſtration of Baptiſm, both 
the Eaſtern and Weſtern Churches held their old Creeds, 
as I have ſhewn before, after the Nicene Council. In 
this Creed, every one may ſee the Divine Generation 


(a) Theodor. E. H. Lib. Fo cap: 9. P: 211: 


of 
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of the Son from God the Father, declar'd in the 
plaineſt Terms, namely, in theſe: The Only-begotter 


Son of God, begotten of the Father before all Ages, 


true God, by whom all things were made. Nor do 
I doubt but that Euſebius, a Paleſtine born, and after- 
wards Biſhop of Czſarea, had an eye to this Creed; 
when, in the Council of Nice, giving an Account of 
the Confeſſion he receivd in his Catechiſation and 
Baptiſm, he thus delivers the Article concerning the 

Son of God : (a) And in One Lord Jeſus Chriſt, God of 
God, the Only-begotten Son, begotten of God the Father be- 
Fore all Ages, by whom all things were made. Here we 
have the very Words of the Creed of Jeruſalem, ex- 
cept that for [True God] Euſebius ſubſtitutes | God of 


God]: where he cautiouſly, as almoſt every where 


elſe, thought proper to guard againſt the Sabellians, by 
ſo aſſerting the true Divinity of the Son, as ſtill to pre- 
ſerve the Father's Prerogative, who is God of himſelf, 
and the Diſtinction between Father and Son, founded 
in that Prerogative. 'To this alſo the Nicene Fathers 
conſented, and ſo put the Words [God of God] in 
their Confeſſion concerning the Son of God; yet ad- 


ding, according to the old Creed, [true God of true God] 


and more fully explaining it, when they immediately 
call the Son of God conſubſtantial with the Father ; 
i. e. not of any created or changeable Nature, but al- 
together of the ſame truly divine and immutable Na- 
ture with God the Father : which alſo was always 
Euſebius's Opinion (C). SS, | 
6. There are indeed ſome learned Men, who con- 
tend that thoſe Catechiſms are not Cyri's, but one 
John's, his Predeceſſor, or Succeſſor in the See of Je- 


ruſalem. If this was true, we have nothing to fear 


from it; for whether Cyril or John wrote them, it 
is certain the Creed in them is that uſually ex- 
plain'd to the Competentes in the Church of Jeruſalem, 


(a) Socrates, Lib. 1. chap. 8. p. 21, 15 
(b) See the Defence of the Nicene Creed, Sect. 4. chap. 1. 


and 


the Carrnorickx Chunxcn, c. 205 
and therefore antiently received in it. But (a) Voſſrus 

has clearly proved the Catechiſms to be Cyrif's, againſt 
- theſe ſuperfine Criticks. (8) Jerome, Cyril's Contem- 
porary, expreſſy ſays they are his, and that they were 
Wrote in his Youth. And Theodoret, to name no more, 

cites them as Cyril's. But yet the ſame Poſſeus ſays in 
the ſame place, That there is ſomething which may occaſion 
a Scruple, not touch'd upon by any, namely, that in this 
Creed there are ſome things which ſeem to be taken from the 


Conſtantinopolitan, i. e. what is added after the Words 
[the Holy Spirit] the Paraclete, who. ſpake by the Pro- 


phets, and in the one Baptiſm of Repentance, &c. The 
learned Man thought that thoſe things were not in 


the Eaſtern Creed before the Council of Conſtantinople ; 


induced, as he himſelf tells us, by the Concluſion of 
the Nicene Creed, in theſe Words (and in the Holy Spirit.] 
But there is nothing in this (though the great Eraſ- 
mus has alſo urg'd it) as hath already appear d from 
the beginning of this Chapter, and as I ſhall make 
more plain by what I have to ſay hereafter. As for 
the Additions in the Creed of Jeruſalem, after the 

Words [in the holy Spirit] I will clearly prove that they 
were not taken from the Conſtantinopolitan Creed, but 
were in the moſt antient Eaſtern Creeds long before 
the Council of Conſtantinople, or even that of Nice. 

7. (1.) It is certain that the Creeds which the 
Weſtern Churches uſed before the Council of Conſtan- 


tinople, and even that of Nice, did not end in thoſe. 


Words [and in the Holy Spirit] but had after them other 
Articles of Faith. Now who can conſider what we 
have before obſery'd concerning the Original of al- 
moſt all Hereſy in the Eaſt, and yet eaſily believe that 
the Weſtern Creeds were larger than theirs. Now it is 


readily proved that there were ſome Heads of Chri- 


ſtian Doctrine in the antient Creeds of the Meſt, ſub- 
joined to the, Article concerning the Holy Spirit. For 


(a) De tribus Symbolis, Dif. 1. Thef+ 51, (b) Catalogus 
Scriptor, Ecclef, 5 5 „ 
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of the Son from God the Father, declar'd in the 


plaineſt Terms, namely, in theſe: The Onl-begotten 
Son of God, begotten of the Father before all Ages, 


true God, by whom all things were made. Nor do 
I doubt but that Euſebius, a Paleſtine born, and after- 
wards Biſhop of Cz/ſarea, had an eye to this Creed; 
when, in the Council of Nice, giving an Account of 
the Confeſſion he receivd in his Catechiſation and 
Baptiſm, he thus delivers the Article concerning the 
Son of God : (a) And in One Lord Jeſus Chriſt, God of 
God, the Only-begotten Son, begotten of God the Father be- 
Fore all Ages, by whom all things were made, Here we 
have the very Words of the Creed of Jeruſalem, ex- 
cept that for [True God] Euſebius ſubſtitutes | God of 


God]: where he cautiouſly, as almoſt every where 


elſe, thought proper to guard againſt the Sabellians, by 
ſo aſſerting the true Divinity of the Son, as ſtill to pre- 
ſerve the Father's Prerogative, who is God of himſelf, 
and the Diſtinction between Father and Son, founded 
in that Prerogative. To this alſo the Nicene Fathers 
conſented, and ſo put the Words [God of God] in 
their Confeſſion concerning the Son of God; yet ad- 


ding, according to the old Creed, [true God of true God] 


and more fully explaining it, when they immediately 


call the Son of God conſubſtantial with the Father; 


i. e. not of any created or changeable Nature, but al- 
together of the ſame truly divine and immutable Na- 
ture with God the Father : which alſo was always 
Euſebius's Opinion (4). 

6. There are indeed ſome learned Men, who con- 
tend that thoſe Catechiſms are not Cyril's, but one 


John's, his Predeceſſor, or Succeſſor in the See of Je- 


ruſalem. If this was true, we have nothing to fear 
from it; for whether Cyril or John wrote them, it 
is certain the Creed in them is that uſually ex- 
plain'd to the Competentes in the Church of Jeruſalem, 


(a) Socrates, Lib. r. chap. 8. p. 21. = 
b) See the Defence of the Nicene Creed, Sed. 4. chap. I. 


and 


* 
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and therefore antiently received in it. But (a) Voſſius 
has clearly proved the Catechiſms to be Cyril's, againſt 
theſe ſuperfine Criticks. (3) Jerome, Cyril's Contem- 
porary, expreſſy ſays they are his, and that they were 
wrote in his Youth. And Theodoret, to name no more, 
cites them as Cyril's. But yet the ſame Poſſrus ſays in 
the ſame place, That there is ſomething which may occaſion 
a Scruple, not touch'd upon by any, namely, that in this 
Creed there are ſome things which ſeem to be taken from the 
Conſtantinopolitan, i. e. what is added after the Words 
[the Holy Spirit] the Paraclete, who. ſpake by the Pro- 
phets, and in the one Baptiſm of Repentance, &c. The 
learned Man thought that thoſe things were not in 
the Eaſtern Creed before the Council of Conſtantinople ; 
induced, as he himſelf tells us, by the Concluſion of 

the Nicene Creed, in theſe Words | and in the Holy Spirit, 
But there is nothing in this (though the great 255 | 
mus has alſo urg'd it) as hath already appear d from 
the beginning of this Chapter, and as I ſhall make 
more plain by what I have to ſay hereafter. As for 
the Additions in the Creed of Jeruſalem, after the 
Words [in the holy Spirit] I will clearly prove that they 
were not taken from the Conſtantinopolitan Creed, but 
were in the moſt antient Eaſtern Creeds long before 
the Council of Conſtantinople, or even that of Nice. 
7. (I.) It is certain that the Creeds which the 
Weſtern Churches uſed before the Council of Conſtan- 
| tinople, and even that of Nice, did not end in thoſe 
Words [ard in the Holy Spirit] but had after them other 
Articles of Faith. Now who can conſider what we 
have before obſery'd concerning the Original of al- 
moſt all Hereſy in the Eaſt, and yet eaſily believe that 
the Weſtern Creeds were larger than theirs. Now it is 
readily proved that there were ſome Heads of Chri- 
ſtian Doctrine in the antient Creeds of the Meſt, ſub- 
Joined to the. Article concerning the Holy Spirit. For 


(a) De tribus Symbolis, Dif 1. Theſ-51, ) Catalogus 
Scriptor. Ecelel. | e EEK 
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(a) Cyprian, ſpeaking to Magnus of the Creed the Nova- 


tian, as well as the Catholicks, uſed in Baptiſm, ſays ; 


When they ſay, Doft thou believe the Remiſſion of Sins, and Life 
Everlaſting by the Holy Church? They ask a falſe Queſtion, 
becauſe they. have no Church, Here you have three Arti- 


cles, of the Church, the Remiſſion of Sins, and Ever- 


laſting Life, expreſs'd in the old African Creed. Fur- 
ther, (b) Tertullian expreſly makes the Article concern- 
ing the Church a neceſſary Part of the Confeſſion to 
be made by one who is to be baptiz d. Now when the 
Evidence of our Faith, and the Security or Aſſurance of 


our Salvation is pledg d to us before three [divine Perſons, 


namely, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit] the mention of the 
Church is neceſſary to be added. To the fame purpoſe is 
what (c) Tertullian ſays of Chriſt not baptizing in his 


own Perſon : Into what ſhould he baptize them ? Into Re- 


pentance ? To what purpoſe then was his Fore- runner? Into 
Remiſſion of Sins? He gave that with a Word. Into him- 
felf, whom he veil d with Humility ? Into the Holy Spirit, 
who was not yet deſcended from the Father ? Into the Church, 
whom the Apoſtles had not yet built ? Here we have the 
Article of the Remiſſion of Sins hinted, Cc. This I 
mention in particular, upon Eraſmus's account, who 


ſays that Article was added againſt Novatus, But 


Novatus had not yet appear'd in the World in Ter- 
zulian's. time; for he was Novatian's Contemporary, 
aſſiſted him in promoting his Schiſm, and therefore 
diſturbed the Church in S. 

came to paſs that ſome, eſpecially the Greeks, con- 
founded Novatus and Novatian, as the ſame Hereſiarch; 
contrary to which (d) St. Cyprian writes, Tow have be- 
hav'd with Diligence and Affection, deareſt Brother, in 


ſending Nicephorus the Acolyth to us ſpeedily, to tell the 
glorious and agreeable News to us and the Confeſſors which 


are. return d, and to inſtruct us fully againſt the pernicious 
and novel Attempts of Novatus and Novatian to oppoſe 


*) P. 183. Ep. ad Magnum. (5) P. 226. (c) P. 228. 
(d) . 95. Ep. ad Cornelium 52. | ; 
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the Church of Chriſt. Beſides, the Novatians baptiz d 
into the ſame Rule of Faith with the Catholicks; and 
more, requir'd of their Followers the Proſeſſion of the 
Article concerning the Remiſſion of Sins, as is plain 
alſo from (a) St. Cyprian. For Novatus, or Novatian, 
did not ſimply deny the Remiſſion of Sins, but both 
of them, that that Remiſſion did not belong to cer- 
tain heinous Sins (ſuch as they were polluted with, 
who facrific'd to Idols, or pretended to have done it) 
committed after Baptiſm; or at leaſt were not to be 
remitted according. to the courſe of Church-Diſci- 
pline (). But this by way of Digrefſion. 
8. (2.) In the (c) Apoſtolical Conſtitutions, we have a 
_ Confeſſion of Faith, or a Creed to be recited by Perſons 
to be baptiz'd ; in-which, after the Profeſſion of Faith in 
God the Father unbegotten, and in his Only-begotten Son, be- 
gotten before Ages, begotten, not made; it follows, I ane 
alſo baptiz*d into the Holy. Spirit, that is, the Comforter, 
who hath operated in all Saints from the Beginning, and 
who was lately ſent to the Apoſtles by the Father, accord- 
ing to the Promiſe of our Saviour the Lord Jeſus Chriſt ; 
and after the Apoſtles, to all that believe in the Holy Catho- 
lick Church, the Reſurrection of the Fleſh, the Remiſſion of 
Sins, the Kingdom of Heaven, and the Life of the World 
to come, Here we have almoſt all thoſe Words, which 
in the Jeruſalem Creed follow. that. Article, [ And in 
the Holy Ghoſt] with this difference, that the Author 
expounds the Words [who ſpake by the Prophets] thus, 
[who operated in-all Saints from the Beginning] and tranſ- 
poſes the other Articles. Thoſe Words only [ And in 
one Baptiſm of Repentance] are wanting, of which here- 
after. Now that very excellent Perſon (d) Cardinal 
Bona, and other learned Men, give this conſentient 
Opinion of the Conſtitutions: Mpatſoever may be ſaid 
of the Author of theſe Conſtitutions, all agree that it is cer- 
tain and evident they were more antient than the Cuuncil of 


(H Ses bene. (5), Socrates, E. H. Lib. 1. caps 10. 

(c) Tom. I» P. A. Lib. 7. Cap. 41. p- 3 80. | 

(d) Rerum Liturg. Lib, 1. cap. 8. Sect. 4. IE 
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Nice; and that in them is contain d the Diſcipline of the 
Chriſtian Church before Conſtantine the Great, as the 
learned (a) Morinus tells us; to ubm (b) Joannes Fron- 
to aſſents in his Obſervations before the Roman Calendar. 
Now as to the Creed in thoſe Conſtitutions, the Au- 
thor (or rather Interpolater) of the Book gives us an 
entire Paraphraſe of it, according to Cuſtom; but 
yet it is clear, that the Creed in his Eye was neither 


the Nicene nor the Conſtantinopolitan, (it has not the 


Additions of the one againſt Arius, nor of the other 
againſt Macedonius) but manifeſtly agrees with the 
JJ [238 

9. (3.) The third Argument may be taken from 
the Confeſſion of Faith which Arius and Euxoius of- 
fer d to Conſtantine in their own Names, and thoſe of 


their Accomplices; and by which they intended to 


perſuade the Emperor, that in all things they believ d 
as the whole Catholick Church and the Scriptures teach (c). 
Now in that Confeſſion, after the Article concerning 
the Holy Spirit, are theſe words: And in the Reſur- 
rection of the Fleſh, and the Life of the World to come, and 


the Kingdom of Heaven, and the one Catholick Church of 


God. Here you have three of the four Articles in the 
Jeruſalem Creed placed after the Article concerning 
the Holy Spirit, though not in the ſame Order. But 
ſince this Confeſſion of Faith was written many Years 


before the Synod of Conſtantinople, it is impoſſible that 


the Hereticks ſhould have follow'd that Precedent in 
the Recital of thoſe Articles. It remains then, that 
they had an Eye to the old Eaſtern Creed, in which 
thoſe Articles are. In the like manner, in the Creed 
of the Eaſtern Biſhops at Sardica (an Arian Council) 
as we have it in the Fragments of Hilary, after the 
Profeſſion of Faith in God the Father, the Son, and 
the Holy Spirit, the Paraclete, &c. are theſe Words; 
We believe in the Holy Church, the Remiſſion of Sins, the 


(a) De ſacris Ordin, pars 2. p. 20. (b) In Prenotatis ad Ca- 
lendar, Rom. ſect. 5. (e) Socrates, Lib. 1, cap. 26. Pp. 51. 


Reſur- 


zhe Carnourex Chun cn, Ge. 209 


Reſurrection of the - Fleſh, and eternal Life. Here you 
have the Article of Remiſſion of Sins, which was 
omitted in the former Confeſſion. FE 
10. (4.) To theſe clear Arguments, I have yet one 
evident Reaſon to add. Thoſe Words in the Jeruſa- 
lem Creed which follow [ard in the Holy Spirit] mani- 
feſtly concern certain Hereſies which diſturb'd the 
Church of Chriſt, eſpecially the Eaſtern, moſt in the 
ſecond Century, and which were filenc'd long before 
the Council of Conſtantinople: It is therefore abſurd to 
determine that thoſe Additions were then made to the 
Eaſtern Creed; I mean, the Hereſies of Simon, Menan- 
der, Cerinthus, and others, comprehended under the 
general Name of Gnoſticks, which (a) Gregory Nazian- 
ren, Who flouriſh'd at the time of the Council of Con- 
ſtantinople, and before it, ſays, had in his days a lon 
time diſappear d. It remains, then, that I prove thats 
Articles which follow. that of the Holy Spirit in the 
Creed of Jeruſalem, to be levell'd againſt the Dotage, 
or rather the monſtrous Opinions of the Gnoſticks. 
If in the explaining this matter, I ſhall be longer than 
ordinary, I ſuppoſe it will neither be ungrateful or 
unprofitable to a Lover of Antiquity, _ 5 
11. I ſhall begin with the Words immediately fol- 
lowing, [the Comforter, who ſpake by the Prophets.] The 
Word here render'd Comforter, is in the Scripture a 
known Appellation of the Holy Spirit, and of an ex- 
tenſiye Signification 3 for it denotes a Teacher, a Com- 
forter, and an Advocate. Now. this Epithet of the 
Holy Ghoſt is not in the Conſtantinopolitan Creed, the 
Reaſon of which Omiſſion I ſhall explain a little here- 
after: but it is (as I have ſhewn above) in the Cle- 
mentine Creed, and in the Creed of the Arians at Sar- 
dica. It is very probable, that Word was added 
againſt the Groſticks ; for moſt of thoſe Hereticks 
taught that the Paraclete and Holy Spirit werè two 
different Eons (b). But not to inſiſt upon this, the 


(a) Orat. 23. (b)Vide Tertullian contra Valentin. p. 2 535255. 
Vox. II. | . fol- 
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directed againſt the Hereſy of the Gnoſticks. For al- 


moſt all of them taught, that there was one God, the 
Maker of this viſible World, preach'd by the Law 


and the Prophets, and another who is manifeſted in 
the Goſpel; and that the old Prophets were not in- 
ſpir'd by the Holy Spirit, but by a certain Power 
proceeding from that God of the World, (which ſome 


of them were not afraid to call Evil) therefore their 


Writings were not to be regarded, nay, to be utterly 


rejected. Ignatius, no doubt, had an eye to this 


Hereſy, when he thus admonifhes the Philadelphians : 
(a) Let us love the Prophets, becauſe they alſo preach'd the 
Goſpel. His Interpolater has rightly underſtood 
his Meaning: (b) The Prophets and Apoſtles received 


from God by Jeſus Chriſt the ſame Holy Spirit, the good, 


the great, the true, the communicative, the right Spirit. For 
there is one God of the Old and New Teſtament, There is 
one Mediator of God and Men, for the Creation of ſpiritual 
and ſenſible Things, and a proper and regular Providence 
over them : Aud there is one Paraclete, who operated in 
Moſes, the Prophets and Apoſiles., And a little after, 
If any one confeſſes the Lord Jeſus Chriſt, but denies the 
God of the Law and the Prophets, affirming that the Father 


of Chriſt is not the Maker of Heaven and Earth, ſuch an 


one is not in the Truth, even as the Devil is not ; and ſuch 
an one is ly of Simon Magus, but not of the Holy 
Spirit. Many ſuch like Paſſages you may find in Ire- 
næus, Tertullian, and other Antients. 
12. I am wholly of opinion, that thoſe Words 


{who ſpake by the Prophets] or thoſe equivalent to them, 
were placed in the moſt antient Eaſtern Creeds, againſt 


this Blaſphemy of the Groſticks. For Trenzus giving us 
the Rule of Faith which obtain'd in his time, hath 
theſe Words upon the Article concerning the Holy 


Spirit, [who preach' d the Diſpenſations of God by the Pro- | 
Phets.] In like manner, in the Compendium of the old 


(a) Tom, 2. P. A. P· 32. (b) P, $2, 
Creed, 


[ . 
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Creed, cited in Greek, by Damaſcene, and by us tran- 
ſcribed entire above, the Faith in the Holy Spirit is 
thus expounded : And a true Knowledge of the Holy Spi- 
rit, which repreſents to Men in every Age the Diſpenſations 
of God, as the Father pleaſes. Thus Athenagoras, ſome- 
thing antienter than Henæus, giving us the Confeſſion 
of all Chriſtians concerning the Trinity in Unity, 
thus repreſents the Catholick Faith concerning the 
Holy Spirit : (a) And we ſay that the Holy Ghoſt, which 
worked in the Prophets, was an Effiux of God. In the 
ſame place, a little before he had ſaid, The prophetical 
Spirit alſo ſays as we do. Before theſe, (b) Juſtin alſo 
expounding the Chriſtian Faith concerning the moſt 
glorious Trinity, deſcribes the third Perſon after 
the ſame manner: Wie alſo worſhip and adore him, 
and the Son that came from him, and the prophetick 
Spirit, honouring them in Reaſon and Truth. To this 
we have a (c) parallel place: Ve with reaſon honout 
the prophetick Spirit in the third place. Again, ſpeaking 

of the Prophets of the Old Teſtament, he adds; 
(ad) By whom the prophetick Spirit foretold what was to 
come before it came. What follows in the (e) ſame Piece, 
comes yet nearer to the Words of the Jeruſalem 
Creed, where again treating of the Faith and Con- 
feſſion of the Holy Trinity, into which the Chriſtians 
of his time were baptiz d, he thus expreſſes what be- 
longs to the third Perſon : And he who is baptiz'd, is 
alſo waſh*d in the Name of the Holy Spirit, who foretold by 
the Prophets all the things conceruing Jeſus. Sure he muſt 
have little Judgment or Candour, who can conſider ſo 
many and ſo plain "Teſtimonies, and yet deny that the 
Words [who ſpake by the Prophets] or Words equiva- 
lent to them, were uſed to deſcribe rhe Holy Spirit 
in the moſt antient Eaſtern Creed. I have indeed of- 
ten wonder'd that the Conſtantinopolitan Fathers ſhould 
add | who ſpake by the Prophets] after theſe Words ap- 


| (a) Pag. to, & IT, (6) P. 56. () P. 6 (d) P. 32. 
(e) P. 94. 5 | | 
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Plied to the Holy Spirit [the Lord, giving Life, proceed- 


ing from the Father, who, together with the Father and the 


Son, is worſhipp'd and glorifyd.] The Addition ſeem'd 


low and mean, after thoſe magnificent Expreſſions. 
But after I underſtood that the old Eaſtern Creed had 


theſe Words [the Paraclete, who ſpake by the Prophets, 


I came to this Determination, that the Synod, inſtead 
of [the Paraclete] had given us thoſe magnificent Ex- 
preſſions, the more clearly to aſſert the true Divinity 
of the Spirit againſt Macedonius; and then added 
[who ſpake by the Prophets] becauſe it was ſo read in the 
antient Creed: This by the way | 
. 13. I proceed to the following Article, In one Bap- 
tiſm of Repentance, in the Remiſſion of Sins. Theſe, in 
Cyri's printed Catechiſms, are two diſtin& Members; 
but by all means to be joined in one Article, as we 
have it in the Conſtantinopolitan Creed: I confeſs one Bap- 
tiſm for the Remiſſion of Sins; ſo that Baptifm is here 
made the means of obtaining Remiſſion, and Remiſ- 
ſion the end of Baptiſm. This Article, I am fully 
perſuaded, is directed againſt the Hereſy of the 
Gnoſticks. For Irenaus (a) lays of the Valentinians, that 
by the Deluſions of the Devil they were led into the 
Denial of Baptiſm, by which we are regenerated to 
God, and conſequently into the Rejection of all Faith. 
Now all of them did not defend this Impiery after 


the ſame manner; for one Se& of them did annul the 


only Baptiſm of Chriſt, by the Diſtinction of a two-fold 
Baptiſm ; the other took away all Baptiſm which is 
perform'd by external Rites. Of the former, Irenæus 
writes a little after, in the ſame Chapter, thus : For the 
Baptiſm of Jeſus, who appear'd, is that of the Remiſſion of 
Sins ; but the Redemption of Chriſt, who deſcended into 
him, is to Perfection. The one they ſuppoſe to be animal, 


the other ſpiritual ; that Baptiſm was preach'd by John to 


Repentance, but the Redemption was brought by Jeſus to 
Perfection. And that this is what he ſpeaks of, when he 


(a) Pag. 106. Lib. 1. cap. 18. 
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fays, J have another Baptiſm to be bapriz'd with, to 
which I preſs forward with all Mighr. Of theſe, 
Irenæus ſpeaks afterwards, that they celebrated that 
external Water-Baptiſm in another Form, and by other 
Rites than thoſe receiv'd in the Catholick Church. 
Of the later Se& of the Valentinians, (a) Irenaus 
treats towards the end of the Chapter, cited thus : 
But others rejecting all theſe things, ſay, we ought not to 
perform the Myſtery of the unſpeakable and invifible Power, 
by wifible and corruptible Creatures; of inconceivable and 
incorporeal things, by thoſe which are ſenſible and bodily ; 


and that the perfect Redemption is the very Acknowledgment 
; of the ineffable Majeſty. Is it not plain, then, that the 


Article of the Jeruſalem Creed, I believe in one Baptiſm 

of Repentance for the Remiſſion of Sins, is a very proper 
Antidote againſt theſe impious Tenets of the Gnoſticks. 
For the Catholicks profeſs'd in theſe Words, Firſt, 
That Baptiſm was neceſſary, both as commanded, 


and as a mean, at leaſt an ordinary one : Then, that 


there was only one Baptiſm of Chriſt, namely, that 


which the Church obſerves. Laſtly, that that one 
_ Baptiſm, is the Baptiſm of Repentance and Remiſſion 
of Sins; and that no Man arrives at that Perfection in 


this Life, as not to ſtand in need of Remiſſion of Sins. 
Moreover, I therefore really think, that Jrenæus had 
an eye to this Article of the old Eaſtern Creed; be- 
cauſe, in his Rule of Faith, he obſerves, that we are 
taught to believe, that eternal Salvation will be given 
not only to them who have kept the Commandments 
of our Lord from the Beginning, but alſo to them 
who have done it by, or after Repentance; univerſal 
Repentance, a Departure out of a State of Sin and 
Death, into a State of Righteouſneſs and Salva- 
tion. | 
14. I now come to the Article [And in one Catholick 


Church.] The Word Catholick, ſome Perſons think to 
be lately added, againſt the Novatians, and other 


(a) Pag. 108. | 


ory 
1 — 
r 


2214 The JUDGMENT f | 
Schiſmaticks, who, in the third Century, diſturb'd 
the Peace of the Church. Of this Opinion was 
(a) J. G. Voſſius. However, it is certain, (though the 
great Man ſeems not to have obſerv'd it) that the 
Church had that Attribute in the very Age after the 
Apoſtles. For in the Egitle of the Smyruzan Bre- 
thren, concerning the Bleſſed Pohcarp's Martyrdom, we 
have it mention'd in the Salutation thus: (H The 
| Church of God which is at Smyrna, 10 the Church at Philo- 
melium, and to all the Dioceſes of the Holy Catholick 
Church every where, Mercy, Peace, and the Love of God 
the Father, and our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, be multiplied. In 
the ſame Epiſtle, the Smyrnaans ſay, that Poljcarp be- 
ing about to die, remember'd in his Prayers, The 
whole Catholick Church throughout the World (c). Nay, 
before Pohcarp, Ignatius expreſly gives this Epithet to 
the Church of God, ſaying, Whereſcever Chriſt Jeſus 
is, there is the Catholick Church. Well, then, ſaid 
(d) Valeſius, This Sirname appears to have been given the 
Church about the firſt Succeſſion of the Apoſtles, when Here- 
fies aroſe in many places, and attempted to ſubvert the true 
Faith of Chriſt, and the Tradition of the Apoſtles. For 
then the Name Catholick was given to the Orthodox only, 
that the true genuine Church of Chriſt might be diſtinguiſh'd 
from the ſpurious Conventicles of Hereticks, Now it is 
further to be obſerv'd, that the Gnoſticks, who chiefly 
ſpread their Hereſies in the firſt Succeſſion of the 
"Apoſtles, were moſt of them ſo conſummately impu- 
dent, as to boaſt, that the pure and ſincere Goſpel 
was only taught in their Conventicles; that they 

alone had diſcover'd and knew the Myſteries of God, 

and the true Way of obtaining Salvation, whence alſa 
they aſſum'd the Name of Gnoſticks: but that that 

Doctrine which the Catholick Church had receiv'd 

from the Apoſtles, and embraced, was generally falſe 


(a) De tribus - "Wn Dif. 1. Thef. 39. 
(b) Euſeb. E. H. Lib. 4. cap. 15. p. 104- 
(c) A. P. Tom. 2. p. 37. | : 
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and ſpurious, Thus (a) Irenzus writes of them: 
When they are refuted” out of the Scriptures, they arraign 
them, as not right, nor authoritative, as having various 
Readings, and not being able to inſtruct thoſe in the Truth, 
who know not Tradition, For they ſay, that the Truth was 
not written, but ſpoken ; and that Paul therefore ſaid, But 
we ſpeak Wiſdom among thoſe that are perfect, but 
not the Wiſdom of this World. Now every one of 
them calls his own Fiction Wiſdom; ſo that according to 
them, forſooth, the Truth is ſometimes in Valentinus, 
ometimes in Marcion, ſometimes in Cerinthus, and laſtly, 
in Baſilides. For every one of them being very forward, is 
not aſham*d to preach up himſelf, corrupting the Rule of 
Truth. Again, When we appeal to Apoſtolical Tradition, 
preſerved in the Churches through the Succeſſions of Presby= 


ters, they oppoſe Tradition; advance, that they have found 


out the fincere Truth, and are wiſer not only than the Preſ- 
byters, but even the Apoſiles ; that the Apoſiles mix the 
things of the Law with the Words of our Saviour; and 
that not only the Apoſiles, but our Lord himſelf, ſpoke ſome- 


times from the Creator, ſometimes from a middle Power, aud 


Sometimes from the higheſt ; but that they do certainly, purely 
and fincerely know the hidden Myſtery, which is the moſt im- 


pudent Blaſphemy againſt their Maker. Againſt theſe 


impious Opiniators, all the Sons of the Church of 
that Age were very juſtly engag'd to profeſs their 
Faith in one Catholick Church, 7. e. that they would 
conſtantly adhere to that Doctrine and Faith, which, 
according to the Holy Scriptures, was preach'd with 
one Conſent in all the Apoſtolical Churches by the 


Biſhops and Doctors. The Senſe of the Article can't 


be better expreſs'd than it is by (% Trenaus : We ought 
not now to ſeek the Truth of others, which we may eafily 
have from the Church, ſince the Apoſtles have very largely 
caſt into it, as into a rich Treaſury, all Truth ; * that he 
who will, may draw from it living Water. This is the 
way to Life, all the reſt are Thieves and Robbers; wherefore 


149 Od. 3+ Cap, a. p. 230, G) Lib. 3. cap. 4+ Pp. 242. 
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we ought to avoid them; but, with all diligence, to chuſe 


what the Church offers, and to lay bold upon the Tradition of 


Truth. 5 RE, | 
15. The other two Articles, of the Reſurrection of 
the Dead, and Eternal Life, we have expreſly in the 


Clementine Creed, in the Confeſſion of Arius and Eu- 


z0ius, in that alſo of the pretended Arian Synod of 
Sardica, and in Jreneus's Rule of Faith. It is too 
well known, to need any Proof, that moſt of the 
Gnofticks denied the Reſurrection of the . Fleſh, and 
conſequently the Life Everlaſting, For, thus (a) Je- 


agus ſpeaks of them: Surely they are vain Men to con- 


temn the whole Diſpenſation of God, to deny the Salvation 
of the Fleſh, and to reject its Renovation, ſaying, that it is 
not capable of Incorruptibility. The ſame Hereſy he 
(b) charges upon Baſilides by name, and (c) Marcion, 
in which (d) Tertullian agrees with him. The ſame 
impious Tenet (e) Auſtin imputes to Simon Magus, Car- 
pocrates, Valentinus, Apelles, and other Hereticks of the 
ſame Stamp. Now from what has been ſaid, it fol- 
lows plainly, that the Words in the Jeruſalem Creed, 
after theſe, [and in the Holy Spirit| were not added to 
the Eaſtern Creed by the Conftantinopolitan Fathers, but 
placed there long before the Synod of Conſtantinople, 
or that of Nice, againſt the impious Dotage of the 
Gnoſticks, who began in the beginning of the ſecond 
Century to ſet their falſe Wares to publick Sale. 

16. 'That you may plainly ſee the Antiquity of 
this whole Hieroſolhmitan Creed, I will nor think it 
too much briefly to ſhew, that even the preceding Ar- 
ticles of it, concerning God the Father and the Son, 


are ſo'drawn up, as manifeſtly to ſtrike at the Blaſ- 


phemy of the Gneſticks. The Article concerning God 
the Father, is conceiv'd in theſe Words: I believe in 


one God the Father Almighty, Maker of Heaven and Earth, 


(a) Lib. 5. cap. 2. p. 434. (b) Lib. I. cap. 23. p; 119. q 
(e) Cap. 29. p. 129. (d) De præſeript. adv. Hzreticos, 
(e) De Hæreſibus. 3 a . 8 N | ; 
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and of all things vifible and inviſible. The Cerinthians, 


and the other Gnoſticks, did not acknowledge God the 
Father as Creator, aſſerting, that Demiurgus, the Crea- 
tor, the God of this World, was one, and the Father 
of our Lord Chriſt another. The Cerdonites and 
Marcionites were not afraid to ſay, that there were 
two Gods, two Principles. But all the Gnuſticłs attri- 
buted the viſible and inviſible things to different Cre- 
ators, and denied that this viſible World was made by 


the ſupreme God. It follows in the Creed, [and in one 


Lord Jeſus Chriſt.) The Cerinthians (as I have ſhewn 
in this Piece, and elſewhere) denied that Jeſus Chriſt 


Wo as one, ſeparating Jeſus from Chriſt ; and affirming, 


that Chriſt deſcended from above into Jeſus, when he 
was baptiz'd, and at his Paſſion flew back again into 
his Pleroma. The ſame Cerinthians, and the Carpocra- 


tians (with whom the Ebionites alſo agreed in this) 


taught that our Lord Jeſus was a mere Man, the Son 
of a Man, and that he did not exiſt before he was 
born of Mary. 'The following Words glance at them, 
namely, the Only-begotten Son of God, begotten of his Fa- 
ther before all Ages, true God. All the Gnofticks denied 
that God the Father made all things by his Son; it was 
therefore added, by whom all things were made. What 
follows, namely, Incarnate, and made Man, crucify'd, &c. 
manifeſtly ſtrike at the Docetæ, who affirmed, that our 


Lord only ſeemed to be born, to ſuffer, and to die; 
Which Hereſy almoſt all the Gnoſticłs defended. After 


the Article concerning Chriſt's coming to judge the 
Quick and the Dead, are theſe Words, Whoſe King- 
dom ſhall have no end, Theſe Words, though not in 
the Nicene Creed, are in the Conſtantinopolitan, not- 
withſtanding that they have no relation to the Mace- 


donian Controverſy. We have alſo the ſame Words 


in the Clementine Creed. Now that they were not 


added by the Conſtantinopolitan Fathers, but were in the 


old Creed which obtain'd in the Eaft long before the 
Council . of Conſtantinople, or even of Nice, 1s plain 
from this, that we find Words equivalent to them in 

moſt 
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moſt of the (a) Arian Confeſſions, in which they en- 


deavour'd to perſuade others, that they had ſtrictly 


obſerv'd the antient Rule of Catholick Faith. So the 
(b) Euſebians, in their Confeſſion, ſay, they believe 


that Chriſt will come to judge the Quick and the Dead, and 
will remain a King and a God for ever. Thus alſo the 


Confeſſion of (c) Theophronius ſpeaks of Chriſt, That 
he ſhall come again with Glory and Power to judge the Quick 
and the Dead, and ſhall remain for ever. The Confeſ- 
ſion of the .4rians, ſent into Fance by Marcellus, and 
others, more fully explains this Clauſe, thus: (d) Whoſe 
indifſoluble Kingdom remains for infinite Ages. Their 
Confeſſion ſent into aly by Macedonius, and others, 


and the Confeſſion of the Council of Syrmium, ſpeak 


to the ſame purpoſe. It is therefore manifeft, that 
Clauſe concerning the Eternity of Chriſt's Kingdom 
was in the old Eaſtern Creed. That moſt antient 


Writer (e) Juſtin Martyr ſeems alſo to have had an 


eye to this Creed, in his Dialogue with Trypho; where, 
after a Paraphraſe upon the Rule of Faith concerning 
our Lord Chriſt, he introduces Trypho, as it were, re- 
peating the Article of Chriſt's future Judgment, thus: 
For to him it is given to judge all Men without exception, 
and his is the eternal Kingdom. Now, I am of opinion, 
that the Clauſe [whoſe Kingdom ſball have no end,] was 


deſign'd againſt the Cerinthians, who taught that thoſe 


8 85 things ſpoken in Scripture concerning Chriſt's 
ingdom, were to be underſtood of a certain, earthly, 
carnal, and even Epicurean Kingdom, which ſhould 


continue only a thouſand Years. "There were indeed 


in the firſt Age after the Apoſtles, very many of the 
Catholicks (Juſtin alſo, whom J have cited, was one 
of them) who expected that Chriſt ſhould reign upon 
Earth a thouſand Years: but then their Opinion, 


though perhaps erroneous, was widely different from 


(a) Pars 2. Tom. 1, p. 735. Athanaſius. (b) P. 757, | 
(e) P. 738. (d) Vide quæ ſequuntur de Synodis, &c. 
(e) P. 264. . | 
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che Cerinthian Hereſy. For che Catholicks did not 


place the Happineſs of that Kingdom in the Grati- 
fications of the Belly and the Fleſh, in Meats and 
Drinks, and Marriages; which, as Diomſius Alexan- 
drinus (a) informs us, was the obſcene and ſordid Opi- 
nion of Cerinthus; but expected a Kingdom, in which 
Peace ſhould flouriſh, Truth, Juſtice, and Piety 


ſhould prevail, and the holy Name of God ſhould be | 


every where duly praiſed. Laſtly, the Catholicks 
only expected this temporary Kingdom of Chriſt, as 
a Prelude (if we may ſo ſpeak) of that heavenly 
Kingdom which they believed was to endure for 
ever. | 
17. From what we have diſcours'd, I ſuppoſe, it is 
now very clear, that the Jeruſalem Creed is very an- 
tient, and indeed no other than the old Eaſtern Creed, 
Which the Apoſtolical Men compoſed as an Antidote 
againſt the manifold Hereſy of the Gnoſticks, that very 
inſolently exerted itſelf in thoſe Parts, juſt after the 
Deceaſe of the Apoſtles. Hence (b) Cyril calls it 
the Holy Apoſtolical Faith, deliver'd to us for our Profeſſion. 
Moreover, from theſe things, we may eaſily conclude 
it more antient than all the Creeds of the Jeſt, not 
excepting the Roman. Voſſius reports it as a ſtrange 
and abſurd Opinion of a learned Man, Joannes Ro- 
dolphus Lavaterus, that he thought the Creed called 
the Apoſtles, was made out of the Conſtantinopolitan ; 
and cites theſe Words of his concerning Chriſt's De- 
ſcent into Hell : 7 verily believe this Confeſſion (of the 
Council of Conſtantinople) was afterwards a little changed, 
and put off for the Apoſtles Creed. Now I profeſs my 
ſelf ſo far of this learned Man's Opinion, as to think 
the Creed called the Apoſiles, that is, the Roman, was 
made up out of the Jeruſalem, or antient Eaſtern Creed, 
with which the Conſtantinopolitan well agrees, except in 
the Additions made againſt Arius and Macedonius. 


(a) Euſeb. E. H. p. 223. Lib. 7. cap. 25. 
00 Catech. 18. P- 501. i 
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18. Iwill explain my Opinion more clearly in the 
following Poſitions: (1.) The Form, in which the Per- 
ſons to be baptiz'd did antiently profeſs their Faith 
in the Holy Trinity, was ſimple, and conceiv'd gene- 
rally in theſe Words, I believe in God the Father, Son 
and Holy Spirit. This is the allow'd Opinion of the 
moſt learned modern Divines, nor hath Epiſcopius, as 
we have ſeen already, diſſented from it. (2.) The 
Hereticks would not ſuffer the Church long to enjoy 
this ſimple Confeſſion of the Trinity: For whereas in 
the very times of the Apoſtles, there aroſe the Simo- 
niaus, Menandrians, Cerinthians, and other Hereticks, of 
the ſame Stamp, who were very buſy in privately cor- 
rupting the ſound Doctrine concerning God the Fa- 
ther, the Son and Holy Spirit, and other chief Arti- 
cles of Chriſtianity; theſe falſe Apoſtles, ſoon after 


their Deceaſe, began more audaciouſly to ſpread their 


Hereſies. Hereupon, the Biſhops of the Churches 
where the Hereticks gave diſturbance, thought fit to 


compoſe a larger Confeſſion of Faith, and require it 


of the Perſons to be baptiz d; namely, ſuch an one 


as might more clearly expound the true Notion of the 


Trinity; adding alſo thoſe other Articles of the Chri- 
ſtian Faith, which the ſame Hereticks did in like man- 
ner oppoſe. (3.) Thoſe firſt Hereticks aroſe in the 
Eaſt, and, for the moſt part, diſturb'd the Eaſtern 
Churches alone, as hath been proved. (4.) Hence we 
eaſily gather, that the firſt larger Confeſſion of Faith 
was made in the Eaſt; for where the Poiſon was firſt 
ſpread, there the Antidote was prepar'd. (5.) The 
Explanations and Additions which were made by the 
Orientals to the firſt and moſt ſimple Confeſſion of 


Faith, were moſt of them (though ſome later than 


others) received into their Confeſſion of Faith after- 
wards by the Roman and Weſtera Churches. For in the 


times of Ruffinus, the Creeds of Rome and Aquileia had 


not [Creator of Heaven and Earth] in their Article con- 
cerning God the Father. For Kujjinus doth not ex- 
plain theſe Words in the Aquileian Creed, nor tell 15 
* 8 thgt 
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that they were added in the Roman. But it is plain, 
from what has been ſaid before, that the Clauſe con- 


cerning the Creation of all things by the ſupreme 


God, was put into the moſt antient Eaſtern Creeds, 
againſt the Hereſy of the Enoſticks. Hence Ireuæus, in 
his Rule of Faith, ſays expreſly, The Maker of Hea- 
ven and Earth. In the Article concerning the Church, 
the Word [Catholick] was wanting in the Creeds of 
Rome and Aquileia in Ruffinus's days : for he does not 
explain it in that of Aquileia, nor obſerve that it was 
mention'd in that of Rome. Indeed the Pammelian 
Edition has it, but contrary to the Faith of the moſt 
antient Copies. What I ſhall obſerve next, may per- 
haps ſeem trivial, though indeed of very great Impor- 
tance. The Article concerning the Belief of the Life 
Everlaſting (which, as we have ſeen, was in the 
Eaſtern Creed long before) was not in the Creeds of 
Rome and Aquileia till the times of Ruffinus ; and after- 
wards, as (a) Voſſius hath plainly proved. See alſo 
the Notes of the (5) Biſhop of Oxford, B. M. upon 
the Synodical Epiſtle of St. Cyprian. But this Article 
was in the African Creed in St. Cyprian's time, as we 
have proved before. . | 

19. I ſaid that moſt, not all the Additions of the 
Eaſtern Churches, were received by the Church of 
Rome into her Rule of Faith. For thoſe things which 
ſeemed to abound in the Eaſtern Creed, or to be ad- 
vanced againſt Hereſies, ſcarce known in the Weſtern 
Parts, the Church of Rome affecting Brevity, omitted 
in her Confeſſion. So in the firſt Article, concerning 
God the Father, ſhe received, though not very ſoon, 
thoſe Words [Maker of Heaven and Earth,] but not 
thoſe following [Land of all things vifible and inviſible ;] 
becauſe ſhe thought them contain'd in the former. 


Beſides, the People of Rome had ſcarce heard of thoſe 
Monſters, who aſſigned the viſible and inviſible things 
to different Authors. In the ſame, and the following 


_ - (0) De tribus Symbolis, Dil. r. Theſ. 43. (0) P. 190. 
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Article, the Roman Church, as Ruffinus tells us, omit- 
ted the Word [One] in One God, &c. and in One Lord 
Jeſus, which all the Eaſtern Churches had in their 
Creeds ; becauſe they knew little of thoſe blaſphe- 
mous Creatures who denied One God the Father, the 
Creator, or One Jeſus Chriſt. Again, in the ſecond 
Article, after the Words [the Only-begotten Son of God,] 
the Church of Rome hath not added what immediately 
follows in the Eaſtern Creed, [begotten of the Father be- 

fore all Ages, ] becauſe they were in the Catechiſm in- 
ſtructed, and underſtood the latter Words to be vir- 
tually contain'd in the former. So thoſe Words are 
wanting in the Roman Creed, which in the Eaſtern im- 


mediately follow in the ſeventh Article, concerning 


the Coming of Chriſt to judge the Quick and the 
Dead, namely, [whoſe Kingdom ſhall have no end,] be- 
cauſe no Man at Rome had dreamt of Cerinthus's Mag- 
got. The eighth Article of the Roman Creed is with- 
out any Explication or Addition, juſt as we have it 
in the firſt and moſt ſimple Form [7 believe in the Holy 
Spirit] which I have formerly much admired. For, 
as we have obſerv'd in the Articles concerning God 
the Father and the Son, the Church of Rome has bor- 
rowed ſome things from the Eaſtern Creeds to add to 
her own. Nay, further, after the Article concerning 
the Holy Spirit, ſhe has added, in imitation of the 
Eaſtern Churches, certain Articles, namely, concern- 
ing the Church, the Remiſſion of Sins, c. Why, 
then, has ſhe given us no Explication of the Article 


concerning the Holy Spirit? Why has ſhe not imi- 


tated the Eaſtern Churches, and added | Paraclete, who 


ſpoke by the Prophets]? If indeed this Omiſſion was de- 


ſigned, we may ſay, as before, that thoſe Words were 
therefore omitted in the Roman Creed, becauſe they 
ſtruck at an Hereſy which gave that Church no di- 

ſturbance. Nor was there occaſion of any Addition 
here, becauſe, except that Hereſy of the Gnoſticks (which 
was not ſo much directed againſt the Holy Spirit, as the 
Law and the Prophets) there never aroſe any other, 
3 * 
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that did profeſſedly and openly attempt-the Dignity of 


the Holy Spirit before Macedonius, againſt whoſe 


Blaſphemy the Conſtantinopolitan Fathers made ſufficient 
proviſion. Arius, indeed, by denying the Son's Di- 


vinity, has by conſequence more ſtrongly denied the 
Divine Majeſty of the Holy Spirit. For the Here- 


tick could not be ſo ſtupid, as to prefer the Holy 
Spirit before the Son of God (upon which account 
(a) Epiphanius, () Ambroſe, and (c) Auſtin, accuſe him 
of making the Holy Spirit the Creature of a Creature) ; 
but this was not his Aim, which alſo is a Reaſon why 


the Council of Nice hath defined nothing againſt him 


concerning the Holy Spirit. The Anti-Trinitarians, 


indeed, have in every Age choſe to attack the Di- 


vinity of the Son firſt, taking occaſion from many 
places of Scripture, which relate to his Incarnation, 
and what he undertook for our Salvation, (neglecting, 
or rather refuſing, very many places of the ſame Serip- 
ture, which plainly ſpeak his Divinity) a Pretence 
they could not have in oppoſing the Divinity of the 
Holy Spirit; and therefore were content indirectly, 
and by conſequence, to make this Point. However, 


this is obſervable, that ſome of the antient Latin 


Doctors, in expounding the Article of their Creed 
concerning the Holy Spirit, have had an eye to that 
Addition of the Orientals. Thus Novatian, Cyprian's 
Contemporary, and Presbyter of the Church of Rome, 
in his Rule of Faith, or, as we now call it, his Book 
of the Trinity, has theſe Words upon the Article 
concerning the Holy Spirit: (d) But our Lord Chriſt 
ſometimes calls this Spirit the Paraclete, ſometimes pronounces 
him the Spirit of Truth, which is not new under the Goſpel, 
nor newly given. For this very | Spirit] accuſed the People 


LEY 


by the Prophets, and accompliſh'd the calling of the Gentiles 


by the Apoſtles. And a little after, I is then one and the 
ſame Spirit, which was in the Prophets and the Apoſtles, &c. 


(a) Hæreſ. 69. n. 52, & 56. (b) Ambr, de Symbol, cap. 2. 
(c) De Hæreſ. cap. 69. (d) P. 727, 1 
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Here we have the Senſe and Meaning of the Words 


[the Paraclete, who ſpake by the Prophets] clearly ex- 
plain'd, namely this, that there was not one Spirit 


under the Old Teſtament, and another under the New; 


not ohe of the Prophets, and another of the Apoſtles : 
but that one and the ſanie Spirit which inſpir'd the 
Apoſtles, ſpoke alſo by the antient Prophets, contrary 
to what the aforeſaid Hereticks taught. In like man- 
ner Ruſſinus, in his Expoſition of the Creed, after he 
had obſerv'd that the Divinity of the Holy Spirit was 
hinted, by the way of expreſſing it, | I believe in the Holy 
Spirit | not | T believe the Holy Spirit] immediately adds, 
It was therefore the Holy Spirit, who, under the Old Teſta- 
ment, inſpired the Law and the Prophets ; and, under the 
New, the Goſpel and the Apoſtles. Laſtly, The tenth 


Article of the Roman Creed, of the Remiſſion of Sins, 


is plainly nothing but a piece of an Article, expreſs'd 
more fully in the old Eaſtern Creed, thus: I believe in 
one Baptiſm of Repentance for the Remiſſion of Sint; or, 
as the Conſtantinopolitan Fathers give it us, I confeſs one 
Baptiſm of Repentance for the Remiſſion of Sins. Now 
the Romans ſeem to me to have omitted the former 
Part of this Article, becauſe under no Apprehenſions 
from the Gnoſtick Hereſy concerning that Sacrament, 
which I mention'd before. But notwithſtanding that 


in all the preceding Obſervations, the Roman Creed is 


more contracted than the Eaſtern, yet it is now, by 
two entire Articles, more large than it ; namely, in 
theſe, concerning the Deſcent of Chriſt into Hell, and 
the Communion of Saints. Learned Men (a), indeed, 
have, ſome time ſince, obſerv'd, that theſe Articles 


were not antiently in the Roman Creed. Thus you 


have my Reaſons for believing the Eaſtern Creed, ex- 
plained by Cyril, more antient than the Roman, called 
the Apoſtles; and the one, the Roman, compil'd and 
deriy'd from the other, the Eaſtern. 7 


(a) See Voſſius de tribus Symbolis, Diſſert. 1. Tbeſ. 34. and the 
Notes upon the 70th Epiſtle of St. Cyprian, p. 190. Ed. Oxon, | 
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20. I will add one Obſervation more, and ſo con- 
clude this long Diſſertation concerning the antient 
Creeds. It is to be obſerv'd, then, that the Arians 
themſelves, in their Confeſſions of Faith, cited before 
in this Chapter, have given us the Article concerning 
the Son of God, almoſt after the ſame manner as it is 
in the Jeruſalem Creed. For thus their firſt Confeſſion 
has it. (a) And in one Only-begotten Son of God, who 
exiſted before all Ages, and was with the Father that begat 
him, by whom all things were made. Thus, again, ano- 
ther Confeſſion, immediately following the former? 
And in one Lord Jeſus Chriſt, his Only-begotten Son, God, 
by whom are all things, God, begotten of his Father before 
Ages. Thus Theophronius*'s Confeſſion : And in one 
Oulz-begotten Son, our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, by whom are all 
things, begotten, perfect God of the Father before Ages. 
Where perfect God is, no doubt, equivalent to true 
God in the Jeruſalem Creed. So the Confeſſion of the 
ſame | Arians] ſent by Narciſſus, and others, into 
France, to be deliver'd to Conftans : And in his Only- 
begotten Son, our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, begotten God of the Fa- 
ther before all Ages, by whom all things were made. Thus 
almoſt all their Confeſſions, which follow in Athanaſius, 
give us the Article. Now they ſay, that in theſe 
Confeſſions, they have religiouſly obſerv'd the Rule of 
Faith deliver'd down from the Beginning. Thus in 
the Preface to their firſt Confeſſion, We have not recei- 
ved any other Faith, than that which was deliver'd from 
the Beginning: Thus they begin the Confeſſion, Ne 
have learnt from the Beginning to believe, &c. Thus 
alſo another of their Confeſſions, Je believe agreeable 
to Evangelical and Apoſtolical Tradition. From this we 
again conclude, that the ſpecial Mode of the Filiation 
of Jeſus Chriſt, concerning which Epiſcopius diſputes, 
namely, that. by which he, in his more excellent Na- 
ture, was begotten God of God the Father before all 
Ages, by whom all things were made, was plainly declard 


(a) Athanaſius, Pars 2. Tom. 1. p. 735, e. 
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in the Creed, or Creeds, extant in the Eaſtern 


Churches before the Council of Nice, juſt as we have 


found it in the Creed of the Church of Jeruſalem, the 


moſt antient of all the Churches of the Eaſt. For the 


Arians were Orientals, who ſet forth thoſe Confeſ- 
fions; and that, as they profeſs, according to the 


Rule of Faith receiv'd in their Churches from the Be- 


ginning. ; 


21. Hence it alſo appears, that thoſe Arians were 


ſel-condemn'd : For in confeſſing that the Son of 


God was begotten of God before all Ages, that he 


was true or perfect God, and that the Creatures were 


made by him, they have confuted their own Opinion. 


What ſober Man will believe that nothing elſe is meant 
by this Confeſſion, than that the Son of God was a 
mere Creature, made of nothing, though before all 


other Creatures, which was the Arian Fenet ? How ] ]Z” 


was he before all Ages, who only receiv'd the begin- 


ning of Exiſtence, in the beginning of the Creation, in 


the firſt Moment of the firſt Age? How could he be 
God, true and perfe& God, and create all things of 
nothing, who himſelf was a mere Creature ? For, as 
(a) Athanafius has well obſerv'd, I is not poſſible that 
the things made, and he that made them, ſhould have one 
Generation. Laſtly, How could he be begotten of 
God, who was made of nothing? Upon this account, 


the great (b) Athanaſius ſharply reproves the Ariaus, 


from their own Confeſſions; Even you have wrote, that the 
Son is begotten of the Father. If then when you name the 
Father, or God, you don't mean the Eſſence, or he that is, 
according to his Eſſence ; but ſomething, I can't tell what, 
about him, or inferior to him : you ſpeuld not write that the 
Sen is from the Father, but from ſomething circumſtantial 
to, or inherent in him; that ſo avoiding the calling him 


truly God the Father, and conceiving him that is ſimple, o 


be compound and corporeal, ye might be the Juventers of a 
neu Blaſphemy. And a little after, (c) Je have ſaid that 


| (a) Tom. 1. pars 2, p. 751. (b) P. 750. 0 Ibidem. 
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the Son is of God, namely, ye have ſaid that he is of the 


Eſſence of the Father. Moreover, granting that the 


Words of the antient Creed will bear the Arian Senſe, 
it is certain the primitive Church, which uſed that 
Creed, underſtood them in another more noble Senſe. 


For the Catholick Doctors before Arius, how uncau- 


tiouſly or obſcurely ſoever ſome of them have ſome- 
times ſpoken upon this Queſtion concerning our Lord's 


Divinity, yet all of them, with one conſent, have 


confeſs'd the Son of God to be begotten of God the 


Father, ſo as to be born of his very Eſſence, and to be 


really God, as we have proved throughout the whole 
ſecond Section of our Defence of the Nicene Creed. In 
vain then did the Ariaus boaſt, that they had not in 
the leaſt receded from the antient Rule of Faith, ſince 
they only held the Words of that Rule, not the true 
primitive Senſe of it. 

22. Laſtly, It is hence manifeſt, that the Synod of 
Nice did well, did neceſſarily advance the Clauſe of 


the Conſubſtantiality, againſt thoſe impious Com- 


ments of the Arians, and for the aſſerting the true 


and genuine Senſe of that Article of the old Creed, 


concerning the Son of God. Inſtead of what ſtood. 
in the old Creed [The Only-begotten Son of God, begotten 


of the Father before all Worlds, true God, by whom all 


things were made, ] the Nicene Fathers have given us, 
The Ouly-begotten, begotten of the Father, that is, of the 
Fathers Eſſence ; God of God, Light of Light, true God 
of true God, begotten, not made, of one Subſtance with the 


Father, by whom all things were made. Where we ſee 


the Words of the old Creed after [Only-begotten] name- 
ly [begotten of the Father before all Ages] left out, to 


make way for the Clauſe of the Conſubſtantiality. 


But the Conſtantinopolitan Fathers retain'd thoſe Words, 
adding what was ſufficient concerning the Conſub- 
ſtantiality out of the Nicene Creed, thus: [The Onhy- 
begotten Son of God, begotten of the Father before all Ages, 
God of God, Light of Light, true God of true God, begot- 
ten, not made, conſubſtantial with the Father, by whom all 
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things were made.] Now it is plain, nothing was here 
added to the old Eaſtern Creed, which was not vir- 
tually in it before. For he who was begotten of God 
the Father before all Ages, was true God; and he 
by whom all things were made, can't but be conſub- 
ſtantial, that is, of the ſame Nature or Eſſence with 
the Father; (which is all the Fathers intended by the 
Word) and thus all Catholicks always underſtood the 
990 * of the old Creed, before the Arian Controverſy 
AroOle. 8 

23. To draw the whole matter into a ſhort com- 
paſs: Since it is agreed between the Catholicks and 
Arians, that all are oblig'd, by the primitive Rule of 
Faith, to believe in the Only-begotten Son of God, 
begotten of God the Father before all Ages, true, or 
(as the Arians would rather ſpeak) perfect God, by 
whom all things were made; the Queſtion is only this, 
Whether ſide hath interpreted this Rule better, more 
agreeably to the obvious Senſe of the Words, and the 
receiv'd Meaning of the Church ; the Arians, who 
have taught that the Son of God is nothing elſe but 
the firſt Creature, made of nothing by God, (for after 
all their colours, this 1s their real Sentiment ;) or the 


Catholicks, who believ'd him to be very God, of the 


ſame Nature or Eſſence with God the Father? Sure 
there is no room for a Doubt, ſince it is very clear, 
that the Catholicks only have kept to the genuine 
Senſe of this Rule, and the Arians have departed from 
it, and conſequently left the Rule itſelf as much as 
poſſible. * Every one then may eaſily determine con- 

1 cerning 


* The caſe is very clear with reſpect to the Arians. They have de- 
An d the Son of God to be the chief of all Creatures, and made of no- 
#hing. The Semi-Arians alſo, «ho taught that the Word was born of 
the Father, and t here ſore of a like Nature; but not begotten of the 
Subſtance of God the Father, and of the ſame Nature, went off as well 
Jrom the proper Signification of the Words in their own, and in the 
Catholick Creeds, as from the antient Senſe of the Fathers. For as 
Athanaſius ovſerves, that which is naturally begotten of any one, and 
got acquir d from without, Nature owns as a Son, and that is the 
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cenrning the Theodotians, Artemonites, Samoſatenians, Pho= 


tinians, and the Monſters of our own Age, the So- 
cinians, (in the Defence of whoſe Cauſe Epiſcopius hath 
neither been afraid nor aſham'd to appear.) 

Having thus diſcover'd, and accurately examin'd the 
Creeds which were in the Church before the Council 
of Nice, it is now ſufficiently clear how vainly Epiſco- 
pius attempted to prove, That in the primitive Churches, 
from the times of the Apoſtles, for three entire Centuries at leaſt, 
that ſpecial Mode of Feſus Chriſt's Filiation, by which he was 
begotten of God the Father before all Ages, and conſequently 
was himſelf God, was not judg'd neceſſary to be known and 
believ'd in order to Salvation. We have certainly proved 
the contrary Aſſertion from the ſame Creeds. Let us 
proceed now, by the Aſſiſtance of Chriſt our Saviour, 
and our God, to diſpatch what remains. 


ene 


Notes upon the 5th, 6th, and 7th Chapters. 


Concerning the firſt Draughts of a Confeſſion of Faith made 
in Baptiſm ; of the Filling up, and Finifhings of it, in 
the Age, and by the Authority or Permiſſion of the 
Apoſiles. g | 


Am ſenſible my Attempt to prove the firſt Elements 
of the Apoſtles Creed, the Additions afterwards 


made, and the finiſhing of it, to have been compaſs d 
in the time of the Apoſtles, and by their Advice or 


very Meaning of the Word. Hence, if the Semi-Arians had meant 
that the Word of Ged was indeed begotten of the Father, and was pro- 
perly a Son, they would have confeſs'd that he was born of the w 
Subſtance of the Eather, and coeſſemial with him. Thus moſt of t 

holy Ante-Nicene Fathers have in Senſe taught, and ſome of them in 
expreſs Words. See Sect. 2. of the Defence of the Nicene Creed. 
Dr. Grabe's Note, ] I 
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Permiſſion, is a Matter of great Moment, grown ob- 
ſcure by Age, and made more ſo by the novel Com- 
ments of many. The Aſſertion of Epiſcopius we may 
well place in this Claſs, that the moſt antient Creed, 
and that uſed in the firſt Adminiſtration of Baptiſm, 
was, I believe in God the Father, the Son, and the Holy 
Ghoſt (a). To this the Reverend Bull has ex- 
preſly anſwer'd, () That that was never taken for a full 
and perfeft Creed, expreſly comprehending in it all the ne- 


ceſſary Articles of Faith. This he has alſo learnedly 


prov'd, (c) that the Weſtern, as well as the Eaſtern, 
Church, ufed a more large and explicit Creed in the 
Sacrament of Baptiſm before the Synod of Nice, than 
that mention'd by Epiſcopius : I believe in God the Fa- 
ther, the Son, and the Holy Ghoſt. In particular, he 
hath (d) demonſtrated, that the Creed of both the 
Churches before the Synod of Nice, did not end in 
the Article | I believe in the Holy Ghoſt| but that thoſe 
other Articles concerning the Church, the Remiſſion 
of Sins, the Reſurre&ion of the Fleſh, and the Life 
of the World to come, had then been a long time 
added. But what if from an accurate Conſideration 
of Holy Scriptures, and juſt Conſequences from them, 
it ſhould appear, (I.) That the firſt Lines of the 
Creed uſed by the Apoſtles, in the moſt antient Ad- 
miniſtration of Baptiſm, were larger than Epiſcopius's, 
1 believe in the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit? 
(2.) 'That that Creed ſoon receiv'd ſuch Additions, as 
that in the Apoſtles time, and by their Authority, or 
at leaſt Permiſſion, it grew to be as large as the Creed 
called the Apoſtles, and had in it all the Articles of 
that except two, namely, thoſe concerning the De- 


ſcent into Hell, and the Communion of Saints. 


2. In order to prove both theſe Propoſitions, with 
what Brevity and Clearneſs the ſubje& Matter of 
them will allow, I premiſe two Things: That the 
firſt Chriſtians, whether of the Jews, or of the Gen- 


() Chap. Sed. 1. () Sed. 3. () Chap, 6. (c Seth, 7 
| 985 tiles, | 
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tiles, obſerv'd that, in the ſolemn Profeſſion of their 
Faith before Baptiſm, either by their own Inclination, 
or the Command of the Apoſtles, which Reaſon die- 
rates, and the Uſe of all Times confirms to have been 
obſerv'd by all who came over from one Se& to an- 
other; namely, to confeſs the Truth of the Articles, 
call'd Fundamental, of that Church to which they 
came over, directly oppoſite to the Errors of that 
Sect they left. (2.) That the ſame Primitive Believers, 
before they received the Sacraments, did teſtify their 
Aſſent to thoſe Heads of Chriſtian Doctrine in which 
they had been catechiz'd : For thoſe Heads were not 
only deliver'd to. them, that they ſhould embrace 
them with their Heart, but alſo profeſs them with 
their Tongue. Thus the (a) Apoſtle, after he hath 
mention'd the Word of Faith, adds, that, F you con- 
 feſs the Lord Jeſus with the Mouth, and believe in the 
Heart that God rais'd him from the dead, you ſhall be 
Jav'd : For with the Heart we believe unto Righteouſneſs, 
and with the Tongue Confeſſion is made to Salvation. - But 
if any Defender of Epiſcopius, or other Perſon what- 
ſoever, ſhall deny me theſe Suppoſitions, I know not 
how he will be able to perſuade himſelf, or any others, 
that the Confeſſion of Faith, I believe in God the Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghoſt, or any other, was made by the 
firſt Diſciples of the Apoſtles. Omitting therefore 
any further Proof of theſe Premiſes, I proceed to 
prove what I build upon them. _ - 

3. As for the firſt Article, I believe in God the Father, 
that it was enlarg'd from the very firſt Converſion of 
the Pagans, by theſe, or the, like Words, | One, Almighty, 
Creator of Heaven and Earth] I thus prove by virtue 
of the Premiſes : The chief Error of the Heathen, 

at leaſt the promiſcuous Multitude, was a Perſuaſion 
that there were many Gods; one of the Heaven, an- 
other of the Earth, a third of the Sea, c. and the 
vain Adoration of them. Hence the (%) Apoſtle ; Then 


(a) Rom. 10. 8,9, 10. (b) Gal. 4. 8. 


. m ⅛˙—̃ —— —— 
® 9 


2322 Me JUDGMENT ff 
indeed not knowing God, ye ſerv'd thoſe who are not Gods 


by Nature. On the other hand, the primary Article 


of the Chriſtian Faith is concerning the one true God, 


on whom all things in Heaven, in Earth, and the Sea 
depend, and of whom (c) St. Paul's Words are wor- 
thy our Notice and Conſideration : Tho there be that 


are call d Gods, both in Heaven and in Earth (among the 


Heathen) for there are Gods many, and Lords many ; yet 
to us (Chriſtians) there is but one God the Father, of 
whom are all things, and we in him ; and one Lord Je- 
ſus Chriſt, by whom are all things, and we by him. Upon 
this account, the (d) Apoſtle, in his firſt Sermons, 
preach'd to them the one true God Almighty, warn- 
ing them to be converted from theſe vain Idols to 
the Living God, as we have it concerning Paul and 


Barnabas. In like manner, St. Paul declar'd the 


unknown God to the ſame Athenians, ſaying, 
(e) Whom ye ignorautly worſhip, him we preach to you : 
God who made the World, and all things in it, being Lord 
of Heaven and Earth, &c. Who can doubt then, but 
that the Confeſſion of one Almighty God was chiefly 
requir'd of the Heathen Proſelytes? You'll ſay that 
the Heathens believ'd one ſupreme God, upon whom 
all things depended, and therefore there was no oc- 
caſion that they ſhould be inſtructed in it by the 
Chriſtians, or confeſs it. I anſwer, it is very true of 
the Philoſophers, and more learned Men among them ; 


but for the meaner ſort, that moſt of them knew not 


that there was one true God, and that he was Al- 
mighty, the Words of the Apoſile to the Galatians 


aforecited fully prove. Now fince moſt of the new 


Heathen Converts were of the meaner ſort, and igno- 
rant in () Philoſophy, it was neceſſary they ſhould be 
taught the Knowledge of the One Almighty God, 
and that they ſhould confeſs it before Baptiſm. Bur 
the more learned Heathens alſo, tho they determin'd 


) 1 Cor. 8. 6. (4) AQs17, 23, (e) Acts 17, 23. 
(f) I Cor. 1. 26, 27. | 
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that there was one God, yet were ignorant, or rather 
obſtinately deny'd that he made the Heavens, the 
Earth, the Seas, and all things therein out of nothing. 
Upon which account the Apoſtles, in their Inſtructiofi 
of the Gentiles, when they mention the one God, im- 
mediately add, that he created the Heaven, the Earth, 
and the Sea, as is plain from the aforecited Sermon of 
St. Paul to the Athenians ; and alſo from another (g) Place, 
where, after theſe Words [the Living God] he adds, 
who made the Heaven and Earth, the Sea, and all that in 
them is. 'Thus in the end of the World, when the 
Fulneſs of the Gentiles ſhall be brought over to the 

true God, the Angel, who hath the eternal Goſpel to 
preach to all that dwell upon the Earth, every Nation, 
Tribe, Tongue, and People, will ſay, () Fear the Lord 
and adore him, who made Heaven and Earth, and the Sea 
and the Fountains of Waters. The Gentiles therefore be- 
ing ſolemnly to repeat their Creed, were eſpecially to 
profeſs in it, that they believ'd in ove God Almighty, 
Creator of Heaven and Earth ; whom they had hitherto 
not known, or deny'd, but were now taught by the 
Chriſtians. 

4. I can't therefore ſubſcribe to the Opinion of cer- 
tain Learned Men, who think the Words aforeſaid 
were added to the Creed in the ſecond Century, 
_ againſt the Valentinians, Marcionites, and other Gnoſticks, 

becauſe they deny d the Unity of God, and the ſu- 
preme Omnipotence of the Creator of the World ; as 
is clear from Irenaus, Tertullian, and others who wrote 
againſt them. For it is no leſs clear from the ſame 
Authors, that they urg'd that very Confeſſion of one 
God the Creator, in the Creed, as receiv'd from the 
Apoſtles themſelves. Thus (i) Irenæus, after he had 
mention'd the unmoveable Rule of Faith which every 
one receives in Baptiſm, he ſubjoins it with this Pre- 
face: (k) For the Church, tho diſpersd through the whole 
World, even to the Ends of the Earth, having received from 


(g) Acts 14. 14. (6) Apocal. 14. 6, 7. (i) Lib. 1. cap. 1. p. 40. 
(k) Cap, 2. p. 30. | FED 
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the Apoſtles, and their Diſciples, the Faith in one God the 
Father Almighty, who hath made Heaven and Earth, and the 
Sea, and all that in them is. And (1) afterwards, Since 
then we hold the Rule of Truth, that there is one God Al- 
mighty, who made all things by his Word. Again, he 
mentions the old Tradition (x), and reciting it briefly, 
ſays : They believe in one God, Maker of Heaven and 
Earth, and of all things therein (n). Laſtly, he ſays (o): 
The entire Faith is in one God Almighty, of whom are all 
things, [by Creation.] In like manner (p) Tertullian: 
That is the Rule of Faith, by which we believe that there is 
only one God, and that be is no other than the Maker of the 
World. Again, reciting the Creed, he ſays (q) : In one 
only God Almighty, Maker of the World. Now he ex- 
preſly writes (r), that this Rule has come down to ns from 
the beginning of the Goſpel. From theſe and many other 
Teſtimonies of the Antients, which I omit for bre- 
vity ſake, it is plain, that they oppos'd the Confeſ- 
ſion of one God the Creator to the Hereticks, as 
what was deliver'd, in the beginning of the Goſpel, 
by the Apoſtles themſelves. But they had dealt de- 
ceitfully and very abſurdly, they had expos'd them- 
ſelves to the Hatred and Deriſion of the Hereticks, 
if they had attempted to confute them by a Clauſe of 
the Creed lately advanc'd by the Biſhops their Ad- 
verſaries, and had pretended it to be an Apoſtolical 
Tradition. Therefore it was not oppos'd to the Doc- 
trine of the Hereticks by the Biſhops, but to-the Er- 
ror of the Heathens by the Apoſtles, and by them 
made an Article of the Creed. Fs 
5. In the ſecond Article of the Creed, Epiſcopius 
hath falſly aſſerted, that there was only mention of 
the Title [n;] for the Names Feſus Chriſt are ex- 
prelly read in the Confeſſion of Candace's Eunuch, Queen 
of Athiopia (s): I believe that Jeſus Chriſt is the Son "3 
God. But neither is this to be eſteem'd a compleat 
(1) Cap. 19. p. 114. (n) Lib. 3. cap. 4. p. 242. (=) Lib. 2. 


cap. 9. p. 158, (o) Lib. 4. cap. 62. p. 399. () Tert. p. 206. 
(9) P. 173. (r) P. 501. (5) Acts S. 37. | 
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Profeſſion of Faith concerning the Son of God. For 
it will be no good Concluſion that the Eunuch ſaid no 
more, becauſe St. Luke has not told us that he did ; e- 
ſpecially when it appears from other Places of the (t) 
Acds, that Luke ſometimes abridg'd the Speeches of 
others. So in the Hiſtory of St. Paul's Converſion we 
only read theſe Words of Ananias to him; Brother 
Saul, the Lord who appear'd to thee in the way, as thou 
cameſt, hath ſent me, that thou ſhouldſt receive thy fight, 
and be fill d with the Holy Ghoft. But the Apoſtle him- 
ſelf, afterwards, gives us theſe additional Words of 
Ananias : (2) The God of our Fathers hath preordain'd thee, 
that thou ſhouldſt know his Will, and ſee the juſt one, and 
hear the Word of his Mouth; for thou ſhalt be his Witneſs 
to all Men of thoſe things thou haſt ſeen and heard. And 
now why tarrieſt thou? Ariſe, and be baptix d, and waſh 
away thy Sins, calling upon him. Who can doubt Whe- 
ther the Eunuch teſtify*d his Aſſent to thoſe things 
which Philip had preach'd concerning the Paſſion, 
Death, and Reſurrection of Chriſt, upon the Words 
of Iſaiah; He was led as a Sheep to the Slaughter? 
Thus it is alſo a Conſequence of our Hypotheſis, that 
others, before Baptiſm, made a Profeſſion of the Ar- 
ticles mention'd, in which they had been inſtructed 
before. For, (I. ) it is clear that the (x) Apoſtles preach'd 
the Paſſion, Death, and Reſurrection of Jeſus to the 
Jews, as well as the Gentiles, Whence Paul ſaid to 
Agrippa, that he teſtify d to Small and Great, that 
Chriſt ſhould ſuffer, and ſhould, firſt riſing from the 
dead, ſhew Light to the People and the Gentiles. The 
Words of the ſame ()) St. Paul are very obſervable, 
where he ſays, I have deliver'd to you principally what I 
alſo receiv'd, that Chriſt died for our Sins according to the 
Scripture, and that he was bury'd, and that he roſe again 
the third Day according to the Scriptures. Theſe are three 
Members of the Article concerning Chriſt, expreſs'd_ 
in the ſame order as in the Apoſtles Creed, which the 
(.) Acts 9. 17. (4) Acts 22. 14. (x) Akts 2. 22, Ofc. 3. 13, Sc, 
10. 36, Sc. 13. 27, Cc. 26. 22, 23. () 1 Cor. 15. 3, 4. 
| | 1 Apoſtle 
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Apoſtle ſays he deliver'd as principal Heads of Faith 
to the Corinthians, And no wonder, for the Jews ob- 
ſtinately deny'd the Death and Paſſion of Chriſt, or 
the Meſſiah, and the Reſurre&ion of Jeſus: The Gen- 
tiles ridicul'd both. Whence the Apoſtle writes to 
the ſame Perſons thus : (z) We preach Chriſt crucifyd, to 
the Jews a Stumbling-block, and to the Greeks Fooliſhneſs ; 
but to them that are call'd, Jews and Greeks, _ the 
Power and - Wiſdom of God. By virtue then of our 
other Suppoſition, both of them, before their Baptiſm, 
did profeſs the chief Articles of the Faith, which 
were rejected on both ſides, either by their own In- 
clination, or upon the Apoſtles Command. 

6. What follows after the Reſurrection of Chriſt, his 
Aſcenſion into Heaven, his fitting at the right Hand of God 
the Father, and his return te judge the Quick and the Dead, 
| were without doubt deny'd by, or unknown to the 
Jeus and Gentiles, Hereupon, when our Saviour ſpoke 
of eating his Fleſh, and- drinking his Blood, and his 
Diſciples murmur'd at it, he ſaid to them ; Doth this of- 
fend you? What if ye ſhall ſee the Son of Man aſcend 
where he was before (a)? As tho his Aſcenſion ſhould 
yet ſeem more abſurd to them, than the Myſtery of 
eating his Fleſh, and drinking his Blood. And in- 
deed when our Lord had ſaid before the High Prieſt, 
(b) Hereafter ye ſhall ſee the Son of Man fitting at the 
right Hand of Power, and coming in the Clouds of Heaven; 
the High Prieſt rent his Clothes, ſaying, he hath blaſphemed, 
what need have we of further Witneſſes ? Behold now ye 
have heard his Blaſphemies, what think ye? And they an- 
ſwering, ſaid, he is guilty of Death. Hence St. Peter, 
the Prince of the Apoſtles and Prieſts of the New 
Teſtament, in his Catechetical Diſcourſes, as well to 
the Jews as the Gentiles, made mention of the Aſcen- 
ſion of Chriſt into Heaven, or. his Exaltation to the 
right Hand of God, to rule over all things, and to 


(z) 1 Cor. 1. 23, 24 (a) Joh. 6. G1, 62. (Y Mat. 26. 
64, 65, 66. i OR : : 1 : ; 
paſs 
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paſs Judgment in the end upon the Living and the 
Dead. (c) He teſtifies alſo, in his Diſcourſe to Cor- 
nelius, that he does this by the Command of Chrift : 


And he hath commanded us to preach to the People, and to 


teſtiß that he is appointed by God the Judge of Quick and 


Dead. Upon our Suppoſitions, we may again con- 


clude from theſe things, that the Jews and Gentiles 
lately-converted, and to be 8 did make a juſt 
Confeſſion of theſe Articles alſo. e 

7. I am therefore forc'd to diſagree with a late 
Learned Writer upon the Hiſtory of the Apoſtles 
Creed, who thinks the Article concerning the Aſcen- 
ſion of Chriſt was added to this Creed in the ſecond 
Century, againſt Apelles the Diſciple of Marcion, of 
whom the Author of the Appendix to Tertullian's 


Book of Preſcription, &c. writes thus: (d) He neither 


ſays that Chriſt was only a Phantom, as Marcion; nor in 
the Subſtance of a true Body, as the Goſpel teaches : but 
that when he deſcended from the higher Regions, in the very 
Deſcent that he made himſelf a heavenly and aerial Body, 
and that in his Reſurrection and Aſcent, he reſtor*d to all 


the ſeveral Elements, what in his Deſcent he had borrow'd 
ef them; and ſo all the Parts of his Body being diſpers'd, 


he only brought the Spirit again into Heaven, For from 
theſe Words, and thoſe of other Fathers, concerning 
Apelles, it is plain he did not abſolutely deny the A- 


ſcenſion of Chriſt, but of Chriſt's Fleſh into Heaven. 


If then the Fathers had advanc'd this Article againſt 
that Error, they would not barely have ſaid, He 
aſcended into Heaven; but they would have affirm'd 
the Aſſumption of his Fleſh into Heaven, as (e) Jrenæus 
doth, having very probably this Hereſy of Apelles in 
his mind, tho he doth not mention it. Thus, if this 
Article had been levell'd at the Maggot of Hermogenes, 
that the Body of our Lord was lodg'd in the Sun, 
Chriſt would have been ſaid to have aſcended with his 
Body above all Heavens, above every Star. By a 
(c) Ats 2, * „in eee d) P. 223. 
(e) P. 50. I, I, bag: 2. ; . ; ; "NT 

| Parity 


238 The JUDGMENT oY 
Parity of Reaſon in thoſe Articles concerning his Seſ- 
ſion at the right Hand of God, and his coming to 


judge the Quick and the Dead, if one of them had 


been oppos'd to thoſe who ſaid that our Saviour's 
Fleſh ſate in Heaven void of Senſe, and like an empty 


Scabbard, the Chriſt being drawn out (F); or the other 


had been advanc'd partly againſt the Hereſy of the 


 Marcionites, who deny'd that God the Father of Chriſt 


was juſt, or a Judge; partly againſt the Gnofticks, who 


took away Free-will, as the Learned Perſon afore- 


cited thinks ; both of them would have been con- 
cCeiv'd, if not in more Words, in ſuch as ſhould have 
been more dire& to the Points. But now, that the 
Authors of the Creed have taught the Catechumens 
to profeſs that Jeſus Chriſt the Son of God aſcended 


into Heaven, fits at the right Hand of God the Father, 


and ſhall come from thence to judge the Quick and the Dead, 
in plain general Terms; we muſt think that they in- 
tended this Confeſſion for thoſe who as yet deny'd, 
or were abſolutely ignorant of theſe things ; namely, 
the Fews and Gentiles converted to the Faith. 

8. What ſhall we ſay to the Articles which precede 
the Paſſion, Death, Reſurreftion, &c. namely, the Con- 
ception of Jeſus Chriſt by the Holy Spirit, and his Nativity 
of the Virgin Mary? Did the Jews and Gentiles from 
the Beginning own theſe before Baptiſm ? Indeed I'm 


in ſome doubt about this, in the very beginnings of 


Chriſtianity ; becauſe there is no mention of the Con- 
ception by Power of the Holy Spirit, without Human 
Seed, or the Nativity of the Virgin Mary in any Ca- 


techetical Diſcourſe in the Acts; nor do we read any 


where, that the Apoſtles preach'd them to the Jews 


or Gentiles, or that they were diſputed againſt by the 


one or the other, as is plain, concerning the Reſurrec- 
tion, We may well ſuppoſe, then, that the Publica- 


tion of this Myſtery was reſerv'd to a more full Ex- 


poſition of the Goſpel after Bapriſm ; becauſe it ſeem'd 
(f) Tertull. p. 325+ de carne Chriſti, , 


of 
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plainly impoſſible to all univerſally, Iſraelites, and 
others, that a Virgin ſhould bring forth without a 
Man (a), or becauſe a Knowledge of the ſupernatural 
Conception and Nativity of Chriſt was not ſo neceſ- 
| ſary, as the Belief of his Paſſion and Reſurrection. 
Hence there is not only nothing ſaid of the former, in 
any Diſcourſes of the Apoſtles, as I ſaid before, but 
it is alſo omitted in ſome of the Goſpels. St. Matthew 
and St. Luke indeed largely deſcribe it ; St. Mark (to 
ſay nothing of St. John) has not a word about it: but 
all of them have expreſly enlarg'd upon the latter, and 
afterwards none of the four Evangeliſts have omitted 
to give a long Account of it. Now there is no doubt, 
but that not long after the Foundations of Chriſtianity 
were laid, and eſpecially after the Goſpels were pub- 
liſh'd, both Jews and Gentiles began to oppoſe the 
wonderful Birth and Conception of our Lord, and 
thence an occaſion was given, and a neceſſity impos d 
upon the Converts of both to confeſs his immaculate 
Conception and Nativity, as well as the other Articles 
of Faith. I cannot therefore think the opinion of 
thoſe Learned Men probable, who pretend thoſe 
things, of which Ihave hitherto diſcourſed, were added 
to the Creed againſt the Hereſy of Carpocrates, Cerin- 
thus, and the Ebionites, (who impiouſly aſſerted that 
Chriſt was begotten of Joſeph and Mary.) Tho' ſup- 
- poſing, but not granting this, it may ſtill be, that 
the ſaid Additions to the Creed, are owing to Apoſto- 
lical Authority, or Permiſſion at leaſt ; for that exe- 
crable Hereſy had then its helliſh Riſe, when St. John, 
and perhaps others of the Apoſtles were jet alive.(b) 
9. I proceed to the third Branch of the Apoſtles 
Creed concerning the Holy Spirit, in whom (as 
Epiſcopius himſelf well affirms) the Diſciples of the 
Apoſtles teſtified their belief in Baptiſm ; but others 
falſly deny it, thinking the Knowledge and Profeſſion 
(a) See the Paſſage in in bis Dial th Tr Pl 
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| (b) See Irenæus, Lib. Jv Cap, 3 Pag. 233. c | 
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of Jeſus Chriſt the Son of God to be only neceſſary. 
The Hiſtory of the (a) As is a ſufficient Confutation of 
theſe Men. But then what is to be ſaid for the fol- 
lowing Articles of the Creed > Let us conſider them 
particularly, beginning with the Remiſſion of Sins; 
for the Article of the Church in the moſt ancient 
Creeds, or at leaſt in the Creeds of many Churches, 
3s not placed immediately after that of the Holy 
Spirit, but in a lower, and ſometimes in the laſt place, 
as is plain from our Learned Author's Obſervations in 
this very Chapter. Now both Peter and Paul did ex- 
preſly teach the Jews and Gentiles in their firſt Inſtruc- 
tions, that Remiſſion of Sins was obtain'd by Chriſt, 
and given to the Faithful by Baptiſm into his Name. 
St. Peter (b) in his firſt Sermon at- Jeruſalem, ſays, 
Repent and be baptized every one of you, in the Name of the 
Lord Jeſus, for the Remiſſion of Sins. (From hence, by 
the way, the Article of the antient Hieroſolymitan 
Creed ſeems to be form'd, 7 believe in one Baptiſm of 
Repentance for the Remiſſion of Sins.) He alſo concludes 
his firſt Diſcourſe to the Gentiles with this Doctrine, 
ſaying, (c) To him {Chriſt ] give all the Prophets witneſs, 
that all who believe in him ſhall receive Remiſſion of Sins by 
His Name. Thus (d) St. Paul: Be it known to you Men and 
Brethren, that by him is preach'd unto you Remiſſion of 
Sins, and that every one who believes is by him juſtified 
from all things, from which he could not be juſtified by the 
Law of Moſes. Nor is it to be admir'd, for our Sa- 
viour himſelf after his Reſurrection told his Apoſtles, 
That Repentance and Remiſſion of Sins muſt be preach'd to 
all Nations in his Name, beginning at Jeruſalem, Cc. (e) 
Therefore as the Apoſtles and their Succeſſors deli- 
vered this Sum of the Goſpel, and the advantage of 
the whole Diſpenſation of the Son of God expounded 
in the preceding Words of the Creed, in their Cate- 
chetical Diſcourſes ; ſo on the other hand there is no 


(a) Chap. 19. 2. (b) A882. 38. (0 A8 10. 43. 
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doubt but that the Catechumens profeſs d the ſame in 
their Creed before Baptiſm. That ſome did now and 
then profeſs this, in the very Beginnings of Chriſtia- 
nity, the above cited Author of the Hiſtory of the 
Apoſtles Creed confeſſes; but then he determines, 


that the conſtant mention of Remiſſion of Sins in the 


Confeſſion of Faith only obtain'd in the days of 
St. Cyprian, upon the account of Hereticks, eſpecially 
the Novatians, who deny'd that the Church had a 
power of forgiving Sins committed after Baptiſm. 
Now this Conjecture can't be allow'd, becauſe in the 
 Novatian Creed this Article of Remiſſion of Sins was 


expreſly mention d, as St. Cyprian (x) teſtifies in theſe 


words: But if any one ſhall anſwer, that Novatian ob- 
ſerv'd the ſame Rule with the Catholicks, namely, to bap- 
tize with the ſame Creed as ue; let him know, whoſcever he 


is, that we and the Schiſmaticks have not the ſame Rule of 


Faith, nor the ſame Interrogatory. For when they ſay, Doſt 
thou believe the Remiſſion of Sins, and the Life ever- 
laſting, by the Holy Church? they are wrong in their 
Interrogatory, becauſe they have no Church, &c. But be- 
| ſides, it is not probable that the Novatians would 
place, or retain in their Confeſſion of Faith, %% Re- 
miſſion of Sins by the Holy Church, unleſs they Hud ſeen 


the ſame receiv'd into the Creeds of all other Churches. 


Laſtly, if the Profeſſion of Remiſſion of Sins, not uſed 
before in ſome Churches, had been at length inſerted 
into their Creed againſt the Nowatian Rigour, either 


mention would have been made of Sins committed 


after Baptiſm, or ſome ſuch Phraſe would have been 
uſed. Bur, on the other hand, we read in all of them 
either Remiſſion of Sins in general, or one Baptiſm of 
Repentance, or one Baptiſm for Remiſſion of Sins; 
the former of which doth not at all contradi& the 
Novatian Hereſy, and the latter may ſeem to favour 
it. What the learned Man objects, that no mention 
is made of Remiſſion of Sins in the Accounts given of 


O See this Place cited before, 
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the Creed by Tertullian and Origen, may be thus briefly 


anſwer d, That the Hereticks, to whom they oppos'd 


the Apoſtolical Rule of Faith, did not deny the Re- 


miſſion of Sins, were not known by them to deny it, 
and that therefore they had no occafion to mention 
this Article. However, our Reverend Author has in- 
genuouſly ſhewn, that both Jrenaus and Tertullian al- 
luded to it in their Writings ). 7 

10. The Learned Author of the Hiſtory of the Apo- 


tles Creed (2), thinks the Reſurrection of the Dead 


was inſerted from the very Beginnings of Chriſtianity. 
This I doubt of a little, becauſe the Catechetical Diſ- 
courſes of St. Peter (a) and St. Paul conclude with the 

Remiſſion of Sins, nor does the latter mention the Re- 
ſurrection of the Dead in his Sermon to the Athe- 
nian (V), but only the Reſurrection of Jeſus Chrift from 

the Dead; tho indeed his Auditors ſeem from that to 
infer the univerſal Reſurre&ion of the Dead. For it 
is ſaid, When they beard of the Reſurrection from the 

Dead, ſome of them derided it, but others ſaid, Let us 
hear thee concerning this Matter again. From theſe words 
we are to take our Explication of what is ſaid of 
St. Paul, ver.18. That he preach*d'to them Jeſus and the 
Refurreftion, that is, the Reſurrection of Jeſus, or begun 
in Jeſus; as it is alſo written of the other Apoſtles, 
(c) And with great Power the Apoſtles gave Teſtimony of 
the Reſurrection of the Lord Jeſus. Further, when ſome 
aroſe among the (d) Corinthians, who faid there was no 
Reſurrection of the Dead, the Apoſtle puts them in 
mind of what he had preach'd there, ſays that he had 
firſt of all deliver'd to them the Death and Reſurrec- 
tion of Chriſt, and from that proves the Reſurrection 
of all the Faithful; but he no where hints that he had 
taught them this Article before, but they had re- 
jected it. Thus he writes to the (e) Theſſalonians : We 
would not, Brethren, that you ſboud be ignorant concerning 


(y) In this 6 Ch. S. 7. & 13. (z) P. 390. (a) Adds 2. 10, 13. 
(b) Ads 17. 31,32. (c) Acts 4. 39. (d) 1 Cor. 15. 12. 
(e) 1 Theſſ. 3. 13. | 
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thoſe that ſleep, leſt you ſhould be troubled, as others, who have 
no hope. For if we believe that Jeſus is dead and riſen again, 
ſo alſo thoſe that ſleep in Jeſus ſhall God bring with him. 
This he ſpeaks as tho they had hitherto been ignorant 
of it, ſo that it became neceſſary to give them this 
Corollary from the Reſurrection of Jeſus, which they 
had before heard. The words of St. Luke alſo con- 
cerning the Preaching of St. Paul to the Theſſalonians, 
are worthy Obſervation : (F) He diſcourſed to them out of 
the Scripture three Sabbath-days, opening and alledging that 
Chriſt was to ſuffer, and to riſe from the Dead, and that 
this is Chriſt Jeſus, whom I preach unto you. Here is. 
mention of the Reſurrection of Chriſt, but not of that 
of all the Faithful : St. Paul then doth not ſeem to 
have given the Catechumens the Doctrine of the Re- 
ſurrection of the Dead ſoon after their Entrance to 
Chriſtianity among the firſt Rudiments of it: But yet 
I aſſure myſelf, he gave it them as an Appendix to the 
other Articles, as ſoon as he found it oppoſed and 
diſputed. Hence, I ſuppoſe, the Apoſtle (g) mentions 
the Reſurrection of the Dead, and the eternal Judgment, 
among the Fundamentals of Chriſtianity, bur yet puts 
them in the laſt place, diſtin& from Faith in God, and 
the Doctrine of Baptiſms. I conclude alſo, that the 
Article concerning eternal Life was then added (at 
leaſt in ſome Churches) after that concerning the Re- 
ſurrection of the Dead, becauſe St. Paul here joins 
the eternal Judgment with the Reſurrection of the 
Dead. : | N 

11. As for the Article concerning the Church, I 
think it was added and inſerted laſt of all, not only 
| becauſe () Cyprian gives it us in the Novatian Creed 
in the laſt place, and it is ſo read in the Confeſſion of 
Arius and Euzoius ; but becauſe there is no mention 
of it in the Catechetical Diſcourſes, and Epiſtles of 
the Apoſtles : ſo that this Article ſeems to have been 
added about the end of the firſt, or beginning of the 


(F) Ats 17.2, 3. 7 @) Heb. 6. 2. ) dbove cited, | 
| Q 2 ſecond 
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ſecond Century, againſt the Hereticks and Schiſma- 


ticks, after they began to have ſeparate Meetings from 
the Orthodox. For in the Times of Tertullian, the 
Faithful did profeſs the Holy Church in their Creed, 
as is plain from his firſt Piece concerning Baptiſm: 
But when an Atteſtation of Faith, and a Security of Sal- 
vation, are pledg'd under three, there muſt be mention of 
the Church ; for where three, i.e. Father, Son and Hol, 
Ghoſt, are, there is the Church, which is a Body of three 3 
There needs no words concerning the Communion of 
Saints; for it is plain there was no mention of it in the 
Creed before the fourth Century, | 

12. There is one Article more, which I omitted 


on purpoſe, concerning the Deſcent of Chriſt into Hell. 


The above cited Author of the Hiſtory, Oc. has gi- 


ven us the genuine Senſe of it ſo learnedly, that more 
could not have been expected from the moſt accom- 


pliſh'd Divine. Near the end of his long Diſſertation, 
he gives his Opinion that this Article was inſerted 
againſt the Arians and Apollinarians, who deny'd the 
Soul or Spirit of Chriſt, and againſt whom the Holy 
Fathers argu'd thus: Chriſt deſcended into Hell ei- 
ther by his Divinity, his Soul, or his Body; bur it 
is abſurd to aſcribe this Deſcent either to his Divi- 
nity, or his Body: Therefore we muſt conclude 
that he deſcended by his Soul, and conſequently that 
he had a Soul. But it may be ſaid againſt this, that 
Chriſt is not affirm'd in any Creed to have been in 
Hell by his Soul, but ſimply to have deſcended into 
Hell, or the lower Places of the Earth; and beſides, 
that this Article is in ſome Creeds of the Arians, and 
in others more antient than Apollinaris. I therefore 
think it was rather added againſt the Palentinians and 
Marcionites. For they, as () Irenaus informs us, ſay, 


That at ſoon as they are dead, they aſcend above the Hea- 


vens, and the Demiurgus, and go to the Mother, or to 


(1) Compare <vith this another Paſſage of Tertullian cited in this 
6 Ch. Sed. . (&) Lib. 5. Cap. 31. p. 491, | 


him, 


* 
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him, whom they have feign'd to themſelves the Father, A 
little after: (1) They. ſay this World of ours is Hell, and 
that their inward Man leaving the Body here, aſcends into 
the ſuperceleſtial Place. Tertullian (m) glancing at this 
Notion, ſays : We believe Hell to be, not a mere Void, nor 
ſome Sink of this ſublunary World, but a vaſt wide Place 
in the Trench and Depth of the Earth, and an abſtruſe 
Depth in the Bowels of it. Therefore the Holy Fathers, 
to prove the Exiſtence of a lower Place under the 
Earth, and the Deſcent of the faithful Souls into ir, 
ferch'd an Argument from the Deſcent of Chriſt him- 
ſelf into it; concerning which, Jrenæus thus ſpeaks in 
the Place cited: If theſe things had been ſo, as they ſay, the 
Lord himſelf, in whom they profeſs to believe, had not riſen 
again the third Day, but expiring upon the Croſs, had im- 
 mediately aſcended, leaving his Body to the Earth. But now - 
he flay'd three days, where the Dead were, as the Prophet 
ſays of him, &c. But the Apoſile alſo ſays, He aſcended; 
now what is that, but that he alſo deſcended into the 
lower Parts of the Earth? This alſo David ſaid, pro- 

_ pheſying of him, Thou haſt deliver'd my Soul from the 
lower Hell. If then the Lord obſerv'd the Manner of the 

Dead, that he might be the firſt-begotten from the Dead, aud 
ſtay'd till the third Day in the lower Parts of the Earth, 
afterwards riſing in the Fleſh to ſhew his Diſciples even 
the Marks of the Nails, and ſo aſcended to the Father 3 
how are they not aſhamed, who call this World Hell, &c. 
For whereas the Lord walked in the midſt of the Shadow of 
Death, where the Souls of the Dead are, afterwards roſe 
again, and after his Reſurrection was taken up; it is mani- 

. feſt that the Souls of his Diſciples, for- whom he did theſe 
things, ſhall go into an inviſible Place, appointed for them 
by God, and ſhall ſtay there till the Reſurrection, in expec- 

tation of it; afterwards having receiv'd their Bodies, and 
being riſen per ſectih, i. e. corporeally, even as the Lord roſe, 

they ſhall thus appear in the Preſence of God. Tertullian 
has uſed (z) the ſame Argument: e read that Chriſt 


(1) widem. () P. 305. 0) In the Place aferecited. 


Q 3 | was 
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was three Days dead in the Heart of the Earth, i. e. in the 
moſt intimate and internal Receſs, cover d by the Earth, 
dug within it, but yet built upon the lower Abyſſes. Now 
if Chriſt God, becauſe alſo Man, died according to the Scrip- 


ures, was bury d according to the ſame, fulfilled this Condi- 


tion of human Death alſo, to deſcend into Hell, and did 
not aſcend into thiſe Places which are higher than the Hea- 
vent, before he deſcended into the lower Parts of the Earth, 
there to communicate himſelf to the Patriarchs and Prophets ; 
you muſt believe a ſubterraneous Region of Hell, and reject 


thoſe Dreamers, who proudly think the Souls of the Faithful 


above deſcending into Hell, Servants above their Maſters, 


who, for ſooth, if in Abraham's Boſom, would diſdain the 


Comforts of an expected Reſurrection. The Hereſy then 
of the Valentiniant and the Marcionites, was rather the 
Occaſion of this Article, than that of the Arians or 
Apollinarian,; unleſs any Perſon has a mind to affirm, 
that the firſt Inſtructions of the Apoſtles themſelves 
ave occaſion to the Catechumens ſometimes to profeſs 
t in their Confeſſions of Faith. For the Chief of the 
Apoſtles, in his firſt Sermon at Jeruſalem on the Day 
of Pentecoſt, hath very clearly expounded this Article 
in theſe words: That his Soul was not left in Hell, nor 
his Fleſh ſaw Corruption (0). | 
13. From what has been ſaid, if duly weigh'd, I 


think it very plain, that all the Articles of the Apo- 


ſtles Creed, except that of the Communion of Saints, 


(may be alſo that of the Church) and that of Chriſt's 


Deſcent into Hell, were profeſs*d by the firſt Chri- 
ſtians in their ſolemn Confeſſions of Faith, by the Au- 

thority, or at leaſt Approbation of the Apoſtles them- 
ſelves; and therefore that the Creed, for the Sub- 


ſtance of moſt of its Articles, is rightly call'd Apo- 


ſtolical, and truly challeng'd by Jrenæus (to mention 
none of the latter Fathers) as a Tradition received 
from the Apoſtles, and their Diſciples. Nor indeed 


can it well be, if at all, that ſo many Churches in 


(0) Ads . 31. 


fuch 
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ſuch diſtant Parts of the World, ſhould agree in a 
Form of Creed, and ſo many Articles, unleſs they had 
received it in that Form, &c. from an Authority ac- 
knowledg'd by them all. The reaſon why the Creeds 
of ſeveral Churches differ in Words and Phraſes, is 
this (as (p) Jerome has obſerved) that the Symbol of our 
Faith and Hope, deliver'd down from the Apoſiles, was not 
written with Ink and Paper, but upon the Fleſhly Tables of 
ehe Heart. Hence it became free to every one to expreſs 
his own Senſe in his own Words; but yet I will not 
take upon me to prove that Tradition, which () Ru- 
finus hath given us concerning the twelve Apoſtles : 
Being about to depart from one another, they made a common 
Rule or Standard of their future Preaching, leſt perhaps 
being ſeparated, they ſhould teach thoſe they invited to Chri- 
ſtianity ſomething different : All of them therefore being to- 
gether, and filPd with the Holy Spirit, compoſed that ſhort 
Standard of their future Preaching, compiling into one 
Form every one's Sentiment ; and reſolved it ſhould be de- 
liver d to the Believers. Tho, for the Subſtance, or firſt 
Elements, of this Creed of the Apoſtles, drawn out 
in the Catechetical Diſcourſes of St. Peter and St. Paul, 
ſome ſuch thing as this might not be improbable ; 
yet the Diviſion of the twelve Articles of the Creed 
among the twelve Apoſtles, which we have in a Piece 
among the Works of (r) St: Auſtin, and ſome ſuch 
other Fancies, which it would be impertinent to ſpeak 
of here, are of no value or conſideration. | 


(p) Ep. Cl, e. * (9) Expoſit. Symbol. 
(r) Tom. 10. Serm. 115, de Tempore. 
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CH A P. VII. 


Of a famous Place in Juſtin's Dialogue with 


Trypho the Jew. | 


HERE is yet another Argument, by which 

(s) Epiſcopius attempts to ſupport his Aſſertion. 

The ſecond Argument, ſays he, by which I prove my An- 
tecedent, is this: It is clear from Juſtin, a very antient 


Author, (for he flouriſh'd in the Year of Chriſt 150) and 


a Martyr for the Chriſtian Religion, that the Chriſtian 
Churches of thoſe Days not only thought the Determination 
and Profeſſion of that peculiar Mode not neceſſary to Salva- 
tion; but alſo held Communion with thoſe that denied it, 


and profeſſed to believe that Jeſus Chriſt was no more than 


mere Man, Man of Man, and made Chriſt, or the Meſſiah, 
by Election. The Place of Juſtin, from which this is prov'd, 
#5 in his Dialogue with Trypho the Jew (t), which you may 
find cited in the Apology of the Remonſtrants, near the End of 
the Anſwer to the Cenſure, Chapter the third, and largely 
argu d upon, and eftabliſh'd in my (u) Anſwer of the Re- 
monſtrants to the Specimen of Calumnies, &c. of the four 
Profeſſors of Leyden; to which, not to be guilty of Repeti- 
tion, I refer you. Thus Epiſcopius. | 

2. I will here give you the entire Place, not man- 
gled and curtail'd, as it is cited by the Remonſtrants 
in their Apology. Thus Juſtin diſcourſes in that Paſ- 
ſage : (x) Now Trypho, I don't fail in my Proof that this 
#s the Chriſt of God, tho 1 ſhould not be able to ſhew, both 
that he pre- exiſted the Son of the Creator of all things, being 
God, and that he was begotten Man of the Virgin; for it 
being notwithſtanding every way demonſtrated that he, who- 
ſoever he is, is the Chriſt of God, tho I don't prove that he 


) Epiſcop. p. 340. vol. I, pa is ( Vol. . 2. 136. 
(#) Ibid, 5. 295. ( K. 26, ee | 
| prex 


Pre: exiſted, and condeſcended according to the Council or Pur- 
Poſe of the Father, to be begotten Man of like Paſſions with 


ut, being incarnate, you can only in Juſtice ſay that I am 


miſtaken ; but you can't deny that he is the Chriſt, tho he only 
ſeems to be Man begotten of Man, and be prov'd to be made 
Chriſt by Election. For there are even ſome of our Sort, 
my Friends, who confeſs him to be the Chriſt, and yet affirm 
that he is Mun of Men. I am not of the ſame Opinion with 


theſe Meu, nor are there many of my Sentiments who will ſay 


as they do; for we are not exhorted by Chriſt to give our 
ſelves up to human Arguments or Doftrines, but to thoſe which 


uere preach d by the Holy Prophets, and taught by himſelf, © 


J have diſſented from Juſtin's Interpreter, both in 
ſome ſmaller Matters, and alſo in rendring the Words © 
in the Margin (y), which indeed he has tranſlated nei- 


ther agreeably to the Greek Text, nor to good Senſe. 


For from the Words going before, this muſt be Juſtin's 
(z) Senſe : If I have elſewhere ſolidly prov'd from the 
Prophets, that our Jeſus is that Chriſt of God, ſuch 
an one as he was to be according to their Prophecies, 
Whether God to be born Man of a Virgin, which is 
the Catholick Notion, and mine; or Man begotten of 


a Man and a Woman, as you, Trypho, and the Jews 


DAA tn mails &ToZemvuptvy 37. gr6g tc 6 Rpigds, F Tg beg, 
EGig gros fone. 27 | 


() Tho it is very clear that Juſtin is only arguing with Trypho 


pon his own Suppoſition, and ad Hominem : You think the Meſſiah 


is only to be Man, therefore tho I ſhould not be able to prove the Pre- 
exiſtence of Feſus, if I prove him to be the Meſſiah, it is enough a- 
gainſt yeu; Dr. Whitby is ,pleas'd to bring this Paſſage as an Argu- 
ment from Juſtin, that the proper Divinity of Cbriſt is not to be con- 
cluded from bis being the proper Son of God. But the Deſign of it is 
no ſuch thing. (2.) The Sentiment, whatever the Doctor will haue 
it, is not Juſtin's, but that of Trypho or the Jews, and ſome cor- 
rupt Chris, and the Doctor might have ſeen this himſelf, and in- 
form'd his Reader of it, if be would bave read the Words immediately 
following thoſe, with which he ends this Citation, and not have taken 
it as be found it in Epiſcopius : I'm not of their Opinion, &c. In- 
deed the Doctor ſeems to have thought that Juſtin would do nothing 
for bim, by interpolating his Words, to give them the only Turn they 
have towards his Sentiment. | | 


are 
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are of opinion) tho I can't demonſtrate that he is the 
Son of God, and made Man of a Virgin, yet you are 
not therefore to deny that he is the very Chriſt fore- 
told, and promiſed by the Prophets. 

3. I'm ſure there is nothing in theſe Words of 
Juſtin, from which Epiſcopius, or the Remonſtrants, 
can prove either that the Church in Juſtin's Time, 
or that Juſtin himſelf held the Doctrine of the Son's 
Divinity not neceſſary to Salvation, much leſs that 
they kept up Communion with thoſe Churches that 
deny'd it. If indeed the Remonſtrants can prove any 
thing from it, they prove too much, which is a certain 
Sign of a very bad Argument. For the Perſons here 
noted by Juſtin, not only affirm'd that our Saviour 
was only Man, but Man begotten of the Coition of a 
Man and a Woman after the common Manner of 
Men. From this, if the Remonſtrants argue rightly 
from the Place, it will follow that Juſtin, and the 
Church in Juſtin's Days, held Communion with thoſe, 
who, deſpiſing the Authority of the Holy Evangeliſts, 
and the conſtant and conſentient Tradition of the 


Catholick and Apoſtolick Chirch, were not afraid to 


deny that the Man Chriſt was born of the Virgin 
Mary; an Opinion worthy a Mad-Man only. I have 
not yet indeed (a) ſeen the Anſwer of the Remonſtrants to 
the Specimen of Calumnies, &c. fo as to know certainly 
how they confirm their Aſſertion from the Place cited 
out of Juſtin, and therefore can only argue conjec- 


turally. 


4. But have they given it as their Opinion, that 
what they contend for, follows from this that 7uſ- 
tin ſays, namely, that it could not be falſe, that 
Jeſus was the promiſed Chriſt, tho it was not demon- 


” ſtrable that he was God, and born Man of the Vir- 


gin? Now it is very clear that Juſtin here uſes the 
Argument ad Hominem, which is very common in theſe 


(a) Our Reverend Author afterwards got a Sight of this worthy 
Piece, and hath direfly, and at lame, confuted it in the Appendix. 


Diſputes. 
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Diſputes. Juſtin had before attempted to prove that 
it was foretold of Chriſt by the Prophets, that he, 
tho exiſting before Ages, the Son of God, and God, 
ſhould at laſt be born Man of a Virgin. When he 
afterwards made a Digreſſion concerning ſome other 
Matters, Trypho calls him back to the finiſhing the 
former Point. (b) We have heard the Sentiment of theſe 
things, now reſume the Diſcourſe, where you left off, and 
finiſh it ; for it ſeems to me a Paradox, and impoſſible to be 
proved. That you ſhould ſay this Chriſt pre-exiſted, being 
God before Ages, and afterwards condeſcended to be begotten, 
being made Man, and that he is not Man of Man, is, 1 
I think, not only ſtrauge, but abſurd. Juſtin then, as 
Trypho deſires, reſumes the Diſputation, and finiſhes 
it at large, fully proving that the Chriſt foretold by 
the Prophets was to be both God and Man, born of 
a Virgin. In the mean time, to ſtop the Mouth of 
his cavilling Adverſary at preſent, he gives him a 
twofold Anſwer. Firſt, he ſharply blames his Blind- 
neſs and Obſtinacy, and that alſo of the Fewiſh Na- 
tion, who rejected the Doctrine concerning Chriſt, 
the Son of God, and God, who was alſo to take upon 
him Fleſh from a Virgin, tho plainly deliver'd in the 
Old Teſtament, as incredible, abſurd, and fooliſh, 
and choſe rather to believe their own doating Rabbies 
in this Matter, than the Voice of God by his inſpired 
Prophets: (c) I know, ſays he, the Diſcourſe ſeems 
ſtrange, and eſpecially to thoſe of the Nation or Kindred, 
who are not inclined either to underſtand or perform the 
Things of God, but thoſe of your own Teachers; as God 
himſelf cries out againſt you. It is eaſy to gueſs (by the 
way) to how much greater Blindneſs Juſtin would 
have thought thoſe Men abandon'd and condemn'd, 
who, profeſſing themſelves Chriſtians, and living in 
the cleareſt Light of the Goſpel, (ro which the old 
Prophecy, comparatively ſpeaking, was only as a Light 
ſhining in a dark Place) have with equal Pertinacy 


0 P. 269. (c) Didem. 
| rejected 
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rejected that Doctrine. Surely now, if Epiſcopins and | 
the Remonſtrants had attentively read theſe words of | 
Juſtin immediately going before thoſe cited by them, | 
they could never have thought the Place for their \ 
Purpoſe. But to proceed. 6 0 OE PTS - 
5. After this, Juſtin anſwers, by refuting Trypho, 
from Principles own'd by him, in the Place cited by 
the Remonſtrants: But, O Trypho, I don't fail in my 
Proof that this is the Chriſt of God, &c. As tho he ſhould 
have ſaid: If I could not prove from the Prophets, 
(which I have partly done already, and ſhall do here- 
after more fully and effectually) that the Chriſt was to 1 
be God, and Man born of a Virgin for our Salvation; I | 
ſhould not therefore quite loſe my Cauſe, at leaſt with 
1 you Jews, who cannot, agreeably to your Prineiples, 
1 deny that our Jeſus is that Chriſt ; for you expect no 
4} other Chriſt, or Meſſiah foretold and promiſed by the 
1TH Prophets, than one that is mere Man, begotten of Men. 
| This Trypho himſelf quickly confefles: (d) We al, 
3 ſays he, look for Chriſt as Man begotten of Man. It is 1 
1 then plain, that Juſtin here argues, not from his own | 
10 Sentiment, or the Truth of the Thing itſelf, but from | 
the Hypotheſis of the Fews, with whom he diſputes. | 
For Juſtin indeed could not, without the groſſeſt Con- 
tradiction, and a manifeſt Refutation of a great part of 
what he has eagerly contended for in this Dialogue, 
affirm, or allow that it did not really follow that Je- 
ſus was not that Chriſt of God foretold by the Pro- 
phets, if he was not true God, born Man of a Vir- 
gin. There he lays himſelf out greatly, in proving 
that it was very plainly foretold of that Chriſt of God 
by the Prophets, that he ſhould be abſolutely God, 
and ſhould take Fleſh from a Virgin. Beſides, Juſtin 
elſewhere expreſly teaches, that no one could be equal 
to the Office of Chriſt the Mediator, unleſs he was 
the very Son of God, and conſequently God. 'There 
is a remarkable Paſſage in the Epiſtle to Diognetus : 


4 
3 
A 


(4) P. 268. : 
He 
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(e) He gave his own Son a Ranſom for us, the Holy for the 


Sinners, the Innocent for the Evil, the Juſt for the Unjuſt, 
the Incorruptible for the Corruptible, the Immortal for the 


| Mortal. For what elſe could cover our Sins but his 


Righteouſneſs * By whom was it poſſible for us Sinners 
and Impious to be juſtißy d, but by the only Son of God. O 
the ſweet Redemption, O the unſearchable Work! There- 
fore, according to Juſtin, it could not be that any 


ſhould ſatisfy God the Father for our Sins (the chief 


Office of our Saviour Chriſt) beſides the proper, in- 
corruptible, immortal Son of God. Now who this 
Son of God is, ſo celebrated by Juſtin, every one who 


is the leaſt acquainted with the Holy Martyr's Works, 


well knows; namely, that Son of God, who was be- 
gotten of God the Father before every Creature, 
who was his Counſellor and Aſſiſtant in the Creation 


of all things; who laſtly, at the appointed time, de- 


ſcended from Heaven, being made Man, for Man's 
Salvation. Parallel to this, is what we have in this 


(F? Same Dialogue, where firſt having given a clear ac- 


count of the Catholick Doctrine, both of the univerſal 
Guile of Mankind, from that celebrated Place, Curſed 
is every one, -who hath not continued in thoſe things, which 
are written in the Book of the Law, to do them; and of 


the Satisfaction made by Jeſus Chriſt crucify'd, who 


rook upon him the Curſe of all Men ; he immediately 
adds, that what the Jews were entirely ignorant of, 
was foretold by God, that this Jeſus is before all things, 
and the eternal Prieſt of God, and King, and was to be the 
Chriſt. By theſe words he ſignifies God's Intention 


and Decree, that the Sins of Men ſhould not be ex- 


piared but by an eternal Prieſt, who exiſted before 
%) all things, Compare alſo what he ſays in this 
| Dialogue 


(e) P. 500. (f) P. 323. 

(2) —That Mankind could not be freed from the Corruption con- 
trated by the Fall of Adam, but by the Incarnation of him, ho was 
in his own Nature Life, that is God, or the Eſſential Son of God, 
Juſtia hath expreſiy taught in a laſt Oration of his againſt the We 

| x tiles; 
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Dialogue (h) from the 110th Pſalm concerning Chriſt, 
a Prieſt according to the Order of Melehixedeck. Nor 


| was this a Singularity of Juſtin's, but the common 


Sentiment of the Primitive Fathers, who have all with 
one Conſent taught, that it is abſolutely neceſſary the 
Saviour and Mediator of Men with God, ſhould be - 
God and Man; a Point, if it was not foreign to my 
Purpoſe, which I could prove by a great many Evi- 
dences. However, at preſent I'll produce two Evi- 
dences of Catholick Doctrine for all, but thoſe very 
ample, one more antient than Juſtin, and the other juſt 
after him. Ignatius, a Biſhop of the Apoſtolick Age, 
reaches this plain in a Place I have often cited from 
him: There is one Phyfician, carnal and ſpiritual, made 


and unmade, God in the Fleſh, true Liſe in Death, &c. 
He thought it was God-Man alone who could give a 
ſaving Medicine to our Souls, grievouſly diſtemper'd, 


and mortally ſick. But (i) Irenæus, next to Juſtin, 
frequently urges and inculcates the ſame Doctrine, 


and eſpecially where he explains it in a Learned Man- 
ner, thus: He then united Man to God. For if Man 
bad not conquer d the Adverſary of Man, he had not been 


lawfully conquer d. Again, if God had not given Salva- 
tion, we could not have firmly obtain d it; and if Man 
had not been united 10 God, he could not have been Par- 
tinter of Incorruption. For it behoved the Mediator of God 


tiles; from aubich Leontius, in bis ſecond Book againſt the Euty- 


chians and Neſtorians, hath cited theſe words: Corruption —_ 
become natural to us, it was neceſſary that he, who would 
fave us, ſhould deftroy that which eorrupred us. This could 


not otherwiſe be, except what was naturally Life was join'd 


to that which was corruptible, ro vanquiſh Corruption, and 
for the future preſerve that Immortal which was obnoxious 
to it. It was therefore neceſſary that the Word ſhould be 
embody'd, to free us from the Death of our natural Corrup- 
tion. Grabe. See the Spiciles. Tom. 1. Cent. 2. p.172. where you 
have this entire Fragment tranſcribed in Greek, from a MS. in the 
Bodleian, and in p. 173. the parallel Place of Irenzus, here cited 
by the Right Reverend Author. LETTER 3 5 
YP. 250, &c. (i) P. 284. Lib. 3. Cap. 20. 


and 


the CatTrnoticx Chuck, c. 255 


and Men, by a proper Familiarity with both, to bring them 
zo Friendſhip and Unanimity, to preſent Man to God, and 
to make known God to Men. Neither Juſtin therefore, 
nor any Catholick of that Age, could fafely grant, 
that it did not follow that Jeſus was not the Chriſt, 
upon ſuppoſition that he was mere Man only. For 
from this Hypotheſis (which was Juſtin's, and Catho- 
lick) Whoſcever is Chrift, muſt be God; it neceſſarily fol- 
| lows, that they who deny Jeſus to be God, deny him 
to be Chriſt. We muſt then conclude, that Juſtin in 
the Place controverted, argued from the Hypotheſis 
of the Jews, with whom he had to do, and who be- 
lieved that Chriſt was to be a mere Man only. 
6. But beſides this, it may be objected that Juſtin 
ſpeaks plainly of ſome, who in his days confeſs d Je- 
ſas to be the Chriſt, and yet both deny'd his Divi- 
nity, and that he was born of a Virgin, as tho they 
_ were in the Communion of the Catholick Church, and 
eſteem'd true Chriftians: for he ſays that they were 
of one Sort, i. e. of the Chriſtian Kind. But this is 
nothing. For thoſe Opiniators might be call'd by 
Juſtin, of ours, i. e. of the Chriſtians, as receiving the 
Chriſt, and upon that account boaſting themſelves to 
be Chriſtians, as () Origen ſpeaks of the Ebionites, 
whom we ſhall alſo find hereafter to be intended in 
this Place by Juſtin. The ſame (1) Origen alfo, treat- 
ing of ſome other notorious Hereticks, calls them 
ſome in the Multitude of Believers, i. e. of thoſe that 
profeſs'd Chriſt. So alſo (n) Juſtin, in his ſecond Apo- 
logy to Antoninus Pius, having firſt ſpoke of the Diſ- 
_—_ of Simen, Menander, and Marcion (the worſt 
of Hereticks) adds: Al that ſprung from theſe, are 
call d Chriſtians, as thoſe, who, tho not of the ſame Senti- 
ments, entirely bear the common Name given to Philoſophers. 
Indeed, if Juſtin had here diſputed with ſome Se& of 
Chriſtians that diſſented from him, and had call'd 


() Lib. 5. contra Celſum, p. 272. 
Y Lib. 8. p. 387. (m P. c. 


them, 
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ll - them, by way of Contradiſtin&ion, of our Sort, whoſe 
Fl Sentiment he deſcribes concerning Chriſt as mere Man, 
it might have been probably concluded, that he held 
them for Men of the ſame Communion, and conſe- 
quently for true Members of the Catholick Church. 
Bur the Caſe is far otherwiſe. For in this place, Juſtin 
diſputes with Trypho, and his Friends the Fews, pro- 
feſs'd Enemies of Chriſtianity, from whom Men of 
every Sect, under the common Name of Chriſtians, 
might be juſtly diſtinguiſh'd. Moreover, where Juſ- 
tin ſpeaks of Chriſtians difſenting from him in any 
Point, but yet in the Communion of the Church, and 
holding the Catholick Faith, he clearly ſignifies it. 
Thus in this (#) very Dialogue, ſpeaking of the Catho- 
lick Chriſtians who rejected the Millennium, which he 
' embraced, he ſays they were Chriſtians in other re- 
Wi ſpects of pure and pious Principles. If Juſtin had 
| given ſuch a Character of theſe Men, who deny'd the 
Divinity of our Lord Chriſt, the Remonſtrants might 
have had ſomething to have rejoiced at in the Com- |} 
munion, which Juſtin, and the Church in his time, 
held with them. But in vain do they attempt to 
prove this, becauſe Juſtin call'd thoſe Hereticks [of 
our Sort.] Now what if theſe ſhould not be Juſtiu's 
Words? Indeed I am verily perſuaded there is an 
Error here, and one that may be eaſily corrected only 
by the Change of a Letter, i. e. by writing de in- 
ſtead of jus7ipe. Which if admitted, the Words muſt 
be render'd of your Sort, that is, of the Jewiſh Na- 
tion. An Error which has happen'd in this ſame Pe- 
riod, the writing m#ny for 28, ſhews how eaſily this 
we are now obſerving might be. But my Reaſons for 
this Correction are plainly theſe: (I.) Whereſoever in 
this Dialogue this Form of Speaking occurs (5: am N- 
rs] the word vo; is taken not metaphorically, but 
properly for a Nation or Kindred; ſo that (5: 4&3 vs 
be] may be ſaid to be Perſons of a certain Nation 


—— — 
_—_ 


—— —. — ————— 
—— — 


— — 1 ů — LIES — — — 
— — - 2 - 


—_— N * T = * 


——— a 
— 3 2 _ * 


— 


— * — — — — 1 2 — px n — nn 
— IELY — — ec Rn 3 


— — 
— - a 


OO | COR — pre OY a 
- 


_ — 
— 2 
— — — — 5 
— 1 Ie Opt — — Ee 5 yy, 
— 


2 — ops. 
— — — N 
* . . * 
4 t 
_ re — 


the * A 
. Derr 6912 


— v 


la 4 
r "EE rr 


— 2 


ͤ—64ũ—— 2à᷑ —— — — 


ä 
— —_— 0 


(A) 25 306. 


or 


. 
RET " 
CC EIme rn oro x 

W g 


the CaTHoLicx CHURCH, c. 257 


or Kindred. So in the Sentence before the Paſſage 


cited, and in the preceding Page, and every where. 
Now in this ſenſe, Juſtin could not, by that Expreſ- 
ſion, mean the Profeſſors of the Chriſtian Religion, 
for Chriſtians were not all of one Nation, c. Up- 


on this account, I don't remember that you can 


find any Place where Chriſtians univerſally are by 
Juſtin call'd our Nation. (2.) The Heterodox, Fuſtin 
ſpeaks of, were Ebionites, as we ſhall prove by and by 
now they were indeed of the Jewiſh Nation: Hence 
the Antient Eccleſiaſtical Writers uſually range the 
Hereſy of the Ebionites among thoſe, which roſe amongſt 
the Jews. See the (0) Apoſtolical Conſtitutions, and what 
we have ſaid before (p). (3.) In the Paſſage of the 
preceding Page, refer'd to before, Juſtin, manifeſtly 
treating of the Ebionites, writes thus: If theſe of the 
Nation, who profeſs to believe in this Chriſt, Trypho, 
compel thoſe of the Gentiles, who believe in this Chriſt, to 
live exactly according to the Law of Moſes, or elſe deny to 
communicate with them in ſuch a way, (namely, that he 
had ſpoke of a little before, of having all things in 
common as Brethren, and Men of the ſame Bowels) 
I ſhould alſo refuſe them. Thoſe Chriſtians of the Jews, 
who not only obſerv'd the Ritual Law of Moſes them- 
ſelves, but alſo impos'd upon the Gentzle Chriſtians a 
Neceſſity of doing the ſame, were certainly the Ebio- 
nites, and no others. Add to theſe the Teſtimony of 
(J) Epiphanius, that the Ebionites taught Circumciſion. 


as inſtituted by God, and commanded to all for the 


ſake of Purity, and obtaining the Inheritance of the 
Kingdom of Heaven. Now ſince the Ebionites are here 
deſcrib'd by this Periphraſis, | hoſe of your Nation who 
profeſs to believe in this Chriſt] who can doubt but in the 


Place cited by the Remonſtrants, Juſtin, ſpeaking of the 


ſame Ebionites, in like manner calls them | ſome of your 
Nation, who confeſs that be is Chriſt? | (4,) Laſtly, if this 
Reading is receiv'd, Juſtin will be conſiſtent, other- 


(o). C. 6. Lib. 6. 00 Ch. 3. Sect. 1, 3. (7) Hereſ. 30. C. 30. 
| . R VWiſe 


—— REES — bees SU 


- — N 
* > 
n en , . N ä 5 — IwIN RIF. 
« 8 N * y > — - = 3 > es Q > he." 
PPP GL A AE — 4 2 — 
p "* 


PL, OY” Ov, 


MCAS. Ca. 


No one doubts it of the Carpocratians and Cerinthians. 


era ne LD LIES 
_— 


258 The JUDGMENTYyF 


Wiſe not. He had ſaid, as we have obſerv'd, that tho 
he could not prove, that our Jeſus was both God be- 
ore Apes, and in the Fulneſs of 'Time made Man of 
a Virgin; yet that Trypho, who was a Jew, ought 
not therefore to deny that he was the Chriſt, or Meſ- 
ſiah promiſed by the Prophets. This he proves very 
fitly, and illuſtrates by the Example of ſome of the 
Jewiſh Nation, who neither acknowledg'd the Divi- 
nity of Jeſus, nor his Nativity of a Virgin, and yet 
confeſs'd him to be Chriſt. _ The Caſe is indeed clear 
to me, and if I am not greatly miſtaken, the impartial 
Reader, who weighs the Scope and Context of the 
Place with Diligence and Judgment, will be of my 
Opinion. | „„ 5 
7. But perhaps ſome Perſon will urge, that Juſtin 
ſimply profeſſes his own Diſſent from the Heterodox 
he glances at, without any other Brand of Infamy 
upon them. He only ſays, he is not of their mind, 
and neither calls their Opinion Hereſy, nor them He- 
reticks. I anſwer, What if it be ſo? He has no bu- 
fineſs with them in that place. He is upon another 
Deſign, and only mentions them by the by. But 
is it abſolutely neceſſary, that he who thinks another 
an Heretick, ſhould call him ſo, as often as he 
fpeaks of him? I doubt not but that Juſtin, in the 
Book profeſſedly wrote by him againſt all Hereſies 
(which he alſo mentions in this Dialogue) has ſharply 
treated this, and painted it in proper Colours. Be- 
fides, here is a plain Miſtake, that Juſtin has not ſtig- 
matized theſe vain "Thinkers. For he plainly ſays, 


that they did not only diſſent from him, but from the 


Faith and Opinion of moſt Chriſtians, i. e. the Catho- 
lick Church. And indeed in Juſtin's time, thoſe who 
taught that our Lord was only Man begotten of Man, 
were either Carpocrutians, or Cerinthians, or laſtly, Ebi- 
onites, Who all in one Body were a very few, compar'd 
with the other Chriſtians, and were all of them ſepa- 
rated from the Communion of the Apoſtolical Churches. 


As 


- . x 


the CArTrgorlIcx Chunxch, &c. 269 
As for the Ebionites, it is clear from what we have 
cited out of Ignatius and lrenæus, that they, from their 
firſt Original, were accounted Hereticks by the Ca- 
tholick Church. Moſt of the Chriſtians of the Cir- 
cumciſion, that is, the Nax aræans, who retain'd the 
Primitive Faith of the Church of Jeruſalem, founded 
by the Apoſtles, condemn d their Opinion of Chriſt. as 
mere Man (r); and they, as we ſhall ſhew hereafter, 
neither were, nor could be in Communion with the 
Church of the Gentile Chriſtians. Further, Juſtin 
ſignifies that they of whom he ſpeaks, did not only go 
contrary to Catholick Conſent, but alſo oppos'd the 
Sacred Oracles of the Old, and eſpecially the New 
Teſtament. This he plainly hints in the laſt words 
of the cited Paragraph, which the Remonſtrants, with 
more Cunning than Candour, have omitted. V ſays 
he, am not of their mind, nor moſt Chriſtians ; for we 
are exhorted by Chriſt to believe, not the Traditions and 
Doctrine of Men, but thoſe which the Holy Prophets haue 
publiſb d, and Chriſt himſelf hath taught. Nay, Juſtin 
clearly hints in theſe words (as ſhall be prov'd here- 
after) that thoſe Heterodox Men rather gave credit to 
human Traditions, than the Predictions of the old 
Prophets, or the Words of Chriſt himſelf in his Go- 
ſpel. This ſurely was enough for Juſtin to ſay of 
them by the way. 

8. What I have often mention'd, that the Ebionites 
are here cenſur d by Juſtin, I come now to explain 
and confirm at large. Now if we conſult Eccleſiaſti- 
cal Hiſtory, and the antient Hereſielogers, we ſhall 
find that there is no Se& of Chriſtians, either in Juſ- 
_ #in's time or before, with which the Opinion here de- 
{crib'd does exactly agree, except the Ebionites. For 
tho the Carpocratians and Cerinthians, as well as the 
Ebionites, did affirm Jeſus to have been only a mere 
Man, propagated of both Sexes; yet it never was 
their Opinion, that he was by Election promoted to 


(1) See Ch. 2. of this Treatiſe, Sect. 11, 12. . 
5 | KS - the 
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the Office of Mediator. Nay, I know not whether 
they had any Thoughts of the Chriſt or Meſſiah fore- 
told by the Prophets. The Carpocratians, as (s) Irenæus 

reports, placed the Dignity and Excellence of our 
Jeſus in this, That his Soul being firm and pure, he re- 
member d thoſe things which he had ſeen, when he was car- 
yd about in the unbegotten God, and that therefore God 
gave him power to vanquiſh the Makers of the World, and 
having paſs'd thro all, and deliver'd all, to aſcend to God. 
This Whim never enter'd into the Head of thoſe 
whom Juſtin cenſures. Beſides, thoſe Carpocratians 
were the worſt of Men, given to Magick ; and ar- 
riv'd at ſuch a pitch of Impiety, as to deny all Diſ- 
tinction of Good and Evil, as Irenzus in the ſame place 
informs us. We can't therefore believe that Juſtin 
would build any Argument againſt Trypho, and his 
Friends the Fews, upon the Opinion of theſe Men, or 
rather Brutes in human Shape; eſpecially when the 
Jews, in other reſpects, whether of their Country, or i 
the Sacred Rites, had nothing in common with them. 
As for the Cerinthians alſo, tho they indeed ſymboliz'd 
with the Jews, to avoid the Perſecutions rais'd by 
them; yet the Opinion deſcrib'd and cenſur'd by 

Juſtin, does not quadrate with them. For the Cerin- 
thians did not confeſs Jeſus to be the Chriſt, but un- 
derftood the word Chriſt, not as denoting Office or 
Honour, but as ſignifying a certain ÆQon, or Power, 

Which deſcended from the Chief of all Powers to Je- 
ſus for a time only, as we have often obſerv'd before. It 
remains then that Juſtin be thought to intend the Ebi- 

onites. For beſides theſe three Sects, there is no other 
mention'd by any Eccleſiaſtical Writer, which either 
in the Days of Juſtin, or before, taught that Jeſus was 

Ki only a Man begotten of Men. Almoſt all the other | 

HE Hereticks of thoſe 'Times, who were Heterodox con= © 

* cerning the Perſon of Chriſt, have ſpoke againſt the | 

Bt Truth and Reality of his human Nature. Now the | 
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Ebionites being Jews, when they went off from the 
Primitive Faith and Opinion of the Church of Jeru- 


ſalem, embrac'd the common Notion of the Jews con- 


cerning the Meſſiah, which was the very fame Juſtin 
deſcribes in the Place cited. Hereupon Trypho ſoon 
after commends and approves it: I think thoſe who ſay 
he was made Man, and by Election anointed and made the 
Chriſt, ſpeak more probably than thoſe, who ſay as you ſay. 
For all we expect, that Chriſt will be made Man of Man, 
and that Elias will come and anoint him, And afterwards 


he (t) adviſes Juſtin, if he would perſuade the Jews + 


and others that Jeſus is the Chriſt, to teach that he 
was Man of Man, and for his ſtri& and perfect wy 
of Life, was thought worthy to be choſen the Meſ- 
ſiah (u). This indeed was the very Opinion of Ebion, 
and his firſt Diſciples, tho the later Ebionites went off 
from it, and took up ſeveral Opinions concerning 
Chriſt, many of them embracing ſomething not unlike 
Cerinthianiſm, as (x) Epiphanius ſays. RT 
9. But to return to the controverted Place of Juſtin, 
The laſt Words of it, in which Juſtin hints that the 


Heterodox cenſur'd by him did attend more to human 


Doctrines than the Sayings of the Prophets, and of 
Chriſt himſelf in the Goſpel, clearly point out the 
Ebionites, For they were ſo wedded to the Scheme 
they had receiv'd from the Hebreu Doctors concerning 
Chriſt's mere Humanity, that they would not ſuffer 
themſelves to be divorc'd, tho the Predictions of the 
Prophets, and the "Teſtimonies of the Evangeliſts and 
Apoſtles of Chriſt, oppos'd it. 'They ſhut their Eyes, 
and ſtopt their Ears againſt the Predictions of the Pro- 
phets, which expreſly declare the Divine Glory and 
Majeſty of the Meſſiah. They, as well as the Jews, 
deprav d the Prophetical Oracle concerning the Virgin 


(OO P.291 = „„ 

(u) Very remarkable that in Juſtin's Days, and ſome pretended 
Chriſtian Priefts in our Times, ſhould agree in facilitating the Conyer- 
fron of Mankind, by denying the Divinity of Chriſt. | 

(x) Hæreſ. 30. C. 3. collat, C. 17. 
| | R 3 Birth, 
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Birth, by an inſipid Comment. And, for the Scrip- 


tures of the New Teſtament, they only received the 


Goſpel of St. Matthew, rejecting the other three, eſpe- 


cially that of St. John, becauſe he, both in the begin- 


ning of his Goſpel, plainly and profeſſedly declares 


the eternal Divinity of our Lord, and very often elſe- 


where reports how he aſſerted his Divine Majeſty be- 
fore the Jews. Nay, they mutilated the very Goſpel 
of St. Matthew; for they took away the firſt Chapter, 


and begun with thoſe things which happen'd in the 
Times of Herod and Caiaphas the High Prieſt, for this 


reaſon, becauſe that Chapter contain'd a clear Teſti- 
mony concerning Chriſt's Nativity of the Virgin, 


They were not afraid openly to reje& whatſoever in 
the Scriptures of the New Teſtament contradicted 


their Rabbinical Notions. Perhaps Ignatius had an eye 
upon the Impudence and Wickedneſs of theſe Men in 
his (3) Epiſtle to the Philadelphians (in which, no doubt, 
he plainly cenſures the Hereticks, who then attempted 


to bring Judaiſm into the Churches of the Gentiles :) 


J have heard ſome, who ſay, Unleſs I find it in the An- 


tiems, I don't believe it in the Goſpel; and when I have 


laid to them, It is written, they have reply'd, It is no- 
thing worth, tho written, or it is eſtabliſh'd before 
[in the Antients.] The Antients, I ſuppoſe, are the 
old Rabbins, Maſters, or Doctors of the Hebrews, who 
were famous ſome Years before our Lord's Coming, 
whoſe Doctrines and Traditions the Jeus and their 


mad Admirers eſteem'd as Oracles. The word zetwum 
is unintelligibly render'd by the old Interpreter | pre- 
Jacet.) It often ſignifies to be thrown away, as of no 


value or worth. If fo, Ignatius's Senſe muſt be, That 


theſe Men, of whom he ſpeaks, were not aſhamed to 


profeſs, that they would only ſo far believe the Goſpel, 


as it was agreeable to the Traditions of theſe Doctors; 


and that. when he refuted the Opinions they had re- 
ceiv'd from them, by the Scriptures of the New Te- 


(Y Vols, P. A. p.33. 


ſtament 
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| ſtament receiv'd in the Church, they reply'd that they 
; rejected thoſe Scriptures, as of no Authority. Thus 

the pretended Ignatius ſeems to have underſtood the 
| Word, when he thus enlarges upon the Place: (z) I: is 
| Hard to kick againſt the Pricks, it is hard to disbelieve Chriſt, 
| it is hard to reject the Preaching of the Apoſiles. But the 
Word may alſo be referred to the Opinion theſe Heres 
ticks defended againſt the Scriptures, alledg'd by A- 
natius in another and a contrary Signification : For as 
the ſimple Verb «iz ſometimes ſignifies, I is laid 
down, it isan Axiom, upon which account ſuch Propo- 
ſitions are call'd xsiwera; ſo ce may ſignify, It is _ 
laid down, fix d, defin'd, or eftabliſh'd before. If ſo, the 
Senſe will be, That the Hereticks reply'd to Ignatius, 
diſputing with them our of the Scriptures of the New 
Teſtament, that their Opinion was defin'd and eſta- 
bliſh'd before, namely, by the Antients, when the 
Scriptures were not as yet publiſh'd. Take it which 
4 way you pleaſe, you may plainly ſee the ſame fooliſh 
1 Veneration of the Antients, the ſame profane Con- 
4 tempt of the Scriptures. But this, by the way; I 
proceed. Theſe Ebionites alſo, in order to defend the 
univerſal Obligation of the Ritual Moſaical Law, re- 
jected all St. Paul's Epiſtles, and call'd him an Apo- 
ſtate from the Law. Well then, were not theſe Men 
_ Hereticks, and did not Juſtin eſteem them ſo? Did 
the Church in Juſtin's Lime, or did Juſtin himſelf hold 
Communion with them? He may believe it that can, 
but I can't. Nay more, Juſtin could not communicate 
with the Ebionites, if he would, for they would not com- 
municate with the Gentile Chriſtians, and were there- 
fore rejected as Hereticks by Juſtin, as is plain from a 
| Paſſage we have before cited from him, in this Chapter. 
N 10. I ſuppoſe I have now ſufficiently prov'd that the 
[ Paſſage in Juſtin, cited by Epiſcopius and the Remon- 
. ſtrants, was in vain alledg'd by them to prove, that 
4 the Church in Juſtin's time held Communion with 
| thoſe that deny'd the Divinity of our Lord Jeſus, 
d Ibid, p. 84. | 


R 4 | Fos 


— — — 


264 The IU DGM ENT 


For from what has been ſaid, it is very evident, that 
thoſe Opiniators noted by Juſtin in that place, both 
deny'd the Divinity of Chriſt, and alſo his Nativity 


of the Virgin ; and that they might defend their Hy- 


potheſis, held it neceſſary to reject, and conſequently 
did impiouſly and impudently reje& the Sacred Go- 


ſpels of Chriſt receiv'd by the Catholick Church, and 


daily read in their Sacred Aſſemblies; that is, that 
the Ebionites were certainly intended by Juſtin, who 


were caſt off by the other Chriſtians of the Circums 


ciſion, namely the Nazarzans, and who neither could, 
nor would communicate with any Church of the Gen- 
tiles. 5 F . | 
11. To what has been ſaid, I will only add ſome 
Places out of this very Dialogue with Trypho, by 


which it will plainly appear, what Juſtin himſelf 


thought of the Neceſſity of believing the Articles of 


our Saviour's Divinity, and of thoſe Ebionites and o- 
thers who deny'd it. Firſt then, let us conſult (a) the 


Place, I have often cited upon another Occaſion ; 
where he ſays, that their Faith concerning Chriſt, who 


are ſav'd under the Goſpel, is ſuch, as acknowledges 
Chriſt to be the Son of God, who was before Lucifer and 


the Moon, and who being made Fleſh, condeſcended to be 


born of the Virgin of the Houſe of David, that by this Diſ- 
penſation the Serpent, who was firſt an Evil-doer, and the 


Angels who are like to him, might be deſtroy'd, &c. From 


this we may eaſily conclude, that Juſtin did not e- 
ſteem their Faith, who believ'd in ſuch a Chriſt, or 
Son of God, as did not exiſt before Mary, and who 


was not begotten of the Virgin Mary, but of Joſeph 


and Mary, to be the Chriſtian Faith, or ſuch a Faith 
concerning the Perſon of Chriſt, as is ſufficient ro 
Salvation. Surely every Man, who reads the entire 
Place, muſt think that Juſtin has there given us the 
Symbol or Rule of Faith, ſo far as it relates to Chriſt, 
and what he undertook, which in his time was re- 


(a) P. 264. 
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ceived in the Church, and conſequently that thoſe, 


who contradicted it, could not but be eſteem'd by 
the Church, and of courſe by him, who conſtantly 
adhered to it, as Apoſtates from the Rule, i. e. Here- 
ticks. 'This will be more clear yet from another Paſ- 
ſage in the ſame (4) Dialogue, where he ſeems to give 
us, as it were, a ſhort Account of that Piece he had 
compos d againſt all Hereſies: There are then, ſays he, 
and have been many Proſelytes to Chriſtianity, who haue 
taught atheiſtical and blaſphemous Tenets and Praftices, 
We have given them their Denomination from thoſe, from 
whom every Doctrine and Opinion ſprung. Some of them 
teach one way, and others another of blaſpheming the 
Maker of the Univerſe, and Chriſt, whom he had fore- 
told ſhould come, even the God of Abraham, Iſaac, and 
Jacob. - We communicate with none of theſe, as knowing 


| themſelves to be atheiſtical, impious, unjuſt and irregular, 


and inſtead of Worſhippers of Jeſus, only nominal Confeſſors 
of him. They call themſelves Chriſtians indeed, as the Hea- 
then give the Name of God to things made with hands, and 
communicate in unlawful and impious Myſteries. Some of them 
are call'd Marcionites, ſome Valentinians, ſome Baſili- 
dians, ſome Saturnilians, and others by other Names, every 
one being denominated from the Author of his Opinion. 
Here Juſtin manifeſtly treats of all the Hereticks which 
in his Age or before had diſturb'd the Church ; he 
only names ſome of them, and adds that there were 
others known by other Names taken from their re- 
ſpective Hereſiarchs, viz. Carpocratians from Carpocrates, 
Cerinthians from Cerinthus, Ebionites from Ebion, and 
many others. All theſe Hereticks did in ſome fort 
blaſpheme God the Father, or the Son, or both, by 
their Doctrine. Some, ſays he, teach one way, others 
another, of blaſpheming the Maker of the Univerſe, and 
Chriſt, whom he had foretold ſhould come, even the God of 
Abraham, Iſaac, and Jacob. Here it is eſpecially to 
be obſerv'd, that this Chriſt and the God of Abraham, 


(b) P. 2 5 Zo | 
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Iſaac, and Jacob, are ſpoken of as the ſame Perſon, 
namely, as he whom the Maker of the Univerſe foretold 
ſhould come, that is, the Son of God. For firſt, the 
God of Abraham, Iſaac and Jacob, is plainly diſtin- 
guiſh'd from the Maker of the Univerſe, that is, from 


God the Father. Then it is notorious, that Juſtin 


every Where in this Dialogue teaches, that it was 


Chriſt, or the Son of God, who 1 to Moſes in 


the burning Buſh, and call'd himſelf the God of .4bra- 
ham, Iſaac and Jacob. Well then, did not the Ebi- 
onites blaſpheme Chriſt, the God of Abraham, Iſaac and 


Jacob, at all, who openly deny'd that Chriſt was the 


God of Abraham, Iſaac and Jacob? who taught that he 
did not exiſt before Abraham, no not before Mary ; 


who preſumed to affirm that he was no more than a 


meer Man begotten of Joſeph and Mary? Further, 
Juſtin ſays, that theſe Hereticks were, inſtead of Wor- 
ſhippers, of Jeſus, only nominal Confeſſors of him. Don't 


theſe words alſo ſtrike at the Ebionites? Sure they 


do. For of what Worſhip 'or Adoration doth Juſtin 
ſpeak > Of that, doubtleſs, which he, in this Dia- 
logue, contends is due to Jeſus Chriſt, and in which 
he enlarges himſelf upon the Proof, that he is both 


adorable and God, that is, to be adored as God. 


Without doubt he ſpeaks of the Worſhip, which all 
Catholick Chriſtians then gave to Chriſt, who glori- 
fy'd and adored him as God, together with the Father 


and Holy Spirit, in Hymns and Doxologies, as he 


(c) himſelf informs us (d). Did the Ebionites give ſuch 
Worſhip to Chriſt? Nay, could they give it? By 
no means. Therefore it is certain that Juſtin placed 
the Ebionites, and all others, who, as well as they, op- 
pos'd our Saviour's Divinity, in the Catalogue of He- 
reticks, with which the Church had no Communion, 
and whom they rejected as impious, and utterly un- 
worthy the Name of Chriſtians. 


(e) P. 56. (d) See chat we have ſaid upon this Place in the 
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Defence of the Nicene Creed, Sed. 2. Ch. 4. S. 8. 
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„ 12. To theſe, if you pleaſe, you may add a third 
Place in this ſame Dialogue. There Juſtin, at the 
Inſtigation of Trypho, attempts largely to prove, 
that in the Old Teſtament he is frequently call'd 
God, and true God, not God improperly ſpeaking, 
who is yet perſonally diſtin& from God the Parent of 
the Univerſe, meaning this Jeſus Chriſt, in whom we 
believe : and further undertakes to bring ſuch Argu- 
ments for it from the Law and the Prophets, as no 
Man ſhall be able to contradi&, Then he immediately 
adds concerning the Proofs he was about to produce : 
(e) They will ſeem ſtrange to you, tho daily read by you. 
From this you may know, that God has hid the Power of 
underſtanding the Wiſdom of his Words from jou; except 
ſuch, to whom, as Iſaiah ſpeaks, according to his very great 
Compaſſion, he has left as a Seed to Salvation, that your 
# Nation might not utterly periſh, like thoſe of Sodom and 
A Gomorrah. Here every one may plainly ſee that the 
0 Jews, who believ'd in Chriſt, and embrac'd his Doc- 
\ trine, are underſtood as thoſe, who alone of the Jewiſh 
{ Nation are left by God as a Seed unto Salvation. But 
Juſtin plainly enough ſignifies, that all theſe under- 
ſtood the Wiſdom, or Myſtery of Chriſt the Son of 
God, and conſequently God, to be deliver'd in the 
Old Scriptures; therefore he by no means thought, 
that they of the Jewiſh Nation, who profeſſing to be- 
lieve in Chriſt, did not yet perceive that Wiſdom ei- 
ther in the Writings of the Prophets, or in the clear 
Light of the Goſpel, namely the Ebionites, did belong 
to the Seed reſerv'd by God to Salvation, that is, were 
truly Believers, or Chriſtians ; but rather judg'd them 
to be of the ſame Claſs with the Jews, who were repro- 
| bate, and blinded by the juſt Judgment of God. What I 
have before diſcourſed of the old Nazaraans H, or the 
Hieroſolymitan Chriſtians of the Circumciſion, is very 
© proper to be conſulted here, as what will both give 
a. light to this Place, and be better underſtood by it. 
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APPENDIX to the Seventh Chapter. ' 


FTER I had finiſh'd my former Obſervations 
upon the celebrated Paſſage of Juſtin, I pro- 


. cur'd the other Volume of Epiſcopius's Works, in which 


I found the ſecond Edition of the Anſwer to the Specimen 
mana, Ke. | 

Now in that Anſwer the Remonſtrants uſe many 
() Arguments to prove from that Place, that the An- 
tient Primitive Chriſtian Church held Communion with 
thoſe who believ'd and profeſs'd that Chriſt Jeſus was 


mere Man only, Man of Man, and made Chriſt by 


Ele&ion. They boaſt of ſome of their Arguments as 
the cleareſt 8 and propoſe others as highly 
robable. As for the firſt ſort, every unprejudiced 
Man may ſee from what I have ſaid before, that they 
are ſo far from being the moſt clear imaginable, that 
they can't juſtly be call'd highly probable. Never- 
theleſs, we will briefly examine theſe very clear Ar- 
guments of Epiſcopius and the Remonſtrants. ' 
2. (I.) Juſtin, ſays Epiſcopius, affirms it poſſible to de- 


monſtrate ſolidly, that Jeſus is the Chriſt of God, the pro- 


miſed Meſſiah, tho he can't prove that Chriſt pre-exiſted as 
the Sou of God. He therefore believ'd that he might, by a 
ſure Faith, be taken for, and worſhipped as the Meſſiah, 
tho he was deny d to be the eternal Son of God, I refer my 
Reader to a full and clear Anſwer to this in the fore- 
going Chapter (h). The Ground of Epiſcopius's Error, 
and that of the Remonſtrants, was their not obſerving 


that Juſtin in this Place we are ſpeaking of, does not 


argue from his own Sentiment, or the 'Truth of the 
Thing' itſelf, but from the Jewiſh Hypotheſis, with 
whom he diſputes. Nothing can be plainer. (2.) 


( Vol. 2. p. 2. Op. Epiſcop. p. 295, & 296, 
(b) Ch. 7. Set 4, 5: F ; | 


Juſtin, 


| (;) See Ch. 7. 9.4 $» 
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Tuſtin, Epiſcopius adds, affirms, that, if any one believes 


Chriſt to be only Man begotten of Man, and made Chriſt 
by Election, he only errs, but does not deny the Chriſt. He 
therefore believed this Error to be ſuch an one, as was con- 
ſiſtent with that Faith, by which we believe Chriſt to be the 


Meſſiah, in which he places the Eſſence of Chriſtianity. 


Now the Antecedent is plainly falſe. For Juſtin no 
where affirms what Epiſcopius ſays he doth. 'The 
words of Juſtin, in which Epiſcopius fancy'd his Ante- 
cedent, are theſe: But if I ſhould not demonſtrate that 


he (our Jeſus] did pre-exiſt, and condeſcended to be made 
Man of like Paſſions with us, and incarnate according to 


the purpoſe of the Father, you may juſtly ſay Im miſtaken 
in that Point, but you can't deny that he is the Chriſt. Miſ- 


taken in what ? In affirming his Pre-exiſtence and Nativity 


of the Virgin. But then You, Trypho, who art a Jew, _ 
and expecteſt no other Meſſiah than a mere Man, Man be- 
gotten of Man, can take no advantage of my Miſtake ; it 
is good againſt you ſtill (i). Epiſcopius proceeds to argue 
thus from the Place of Juſtin: He affirms that if this 
Point can be made good, namely, that Jeſus is the Chriſt, or 
Meſſiah ;, it may and ought to ſatisfy a Jew, tho he knew nor, 
or deny d, or could not prove that Jeſus pre-exiſted as the Son 


of God, or even affirm'd that he was no more than mere 


Man, I ſcarce know what the learned Man means 
here. Does he mean, that if a Jew could only prove, 
and was only perſuaded that Jeſus was the Chriſt, or 
Meſſiah, that it would be ſufficient for his Salvation, 
tho he knew not, or deny'd that Jeſus pre-exiſted the 
Son of God, and even affirm'd that he was nothing but 
mere Man, begotten of Man? He muſt either intend 
this, or he has ſaid nothing to the purpoſe. Bur then 
where has Juſtin affirm'd this? If this was indeed 
his Opinion, he has taken a great deal of pains in this 
Dialogue to no purpoſe, and gather'd Arguments from 
every part of the Old Teſtament to convince the Jews 
that it was foretold of Chriſt, or the Meſſiah, that he 


© ſhould 


—— 
— 


= — 
— < 
- 2 — 
— Tx ws o — — — — — 
1225 mer =" 3% — — 2 — 
— — 
— — — — — - — - — 
— r — * 


— 


—— 


C 3 _ — 2 * 


* 


n 2 2 
— 5 . r — 
— N —— — 2 * r 


© 3 * 1 * oy : 2 ”_ "= I A n 1 
A . 1 , 4 S 1 * 
PE 2 = — I ug" 2 5 3-8 —— Fs — — — — - PIR 4 3 ** * > — 1 1 5 "PX < nen . 2 
— - * 1 8 7 8 — — 2 COS * — — ; 5 CESAR - * — 8 See CI neo —_ 2 4 
_ 2 2 = —— 2 2 r I_ 2 — 2 * — 1 . ⁵² V ⁵˙ VX OY * Wiz toad WR, r ä : — — = my 
"Mee 2 A — — . — b 8 ＋ > DE I = * 6— nos 3 0 "Ip" q pg — EF: Cn SIS Cent per ho me — — 3 ˙ 2 2 * — — * — * _ 
— * 3:8 3 Pn T0 OD SIE ares, L Sint > Se rr * e a RE — : 2 * 8 — 4- . nga 5 _ — SEE > wa 
. * 8 — - +; — 88 . 4 ö 1 © 2 Ra po rt — 22 erg 5 * 2 * X N y - 8 Py . * - 
LT or 1 * * 0 = — I IRE „rr by De * Err p — — — whe 5 


— 
l 


270 The JUDGMENT ff 


ſhould both be God, and born Man of a Virgin. In 
vain does he fo often and ſo ſharply correct and re- 


prove their unparallel'd Obſtinacy, in that they would 
not believe and confeſs theſe things; nay, ſometimes he 


even bewails and compaſſionates. them as forſaken of 
God, and blinded by his juſt Judgment. Surely when 
he did thus, he was not in earneſt; for if Epiſcopius 
ſay true, he at the ſame time thought, it was not 
neceſſary for the Jews thus to believe, it was enough 
for their Salvation, to make a Meſſiah of him ſome way 
or other. Had it not been better for Juſtin ro have 
ſaid nothing of theſe Myſteries, than, by being eager 
upon unneceſſary Truth, to drive them from an abſo- 
Jutely neceſſary Faith? But not to multiply words, 
T have evidently prov'd before, that Juſtin and the 
Catholick Church of his Times, eſteem'd thoſe Jews, 
the Ebionites I mean, to be Hereticks, who confeſs'd 
Jeſus to be the Chriſt, and yet deny'd his Pre-exiſtence 


before Ages, and his Nativity of the Virgin, and held 
them to be Aliens from the true ſaving Knowledge and 


Faith of Chriſt. After theſe things, the Remonſtrants 
urge thoſe words, [For there are ſome of our Sort] but 


they have been clearly anſwer'd before (k). Theſe are 


the Arguments which Epiſcopius and the Remonſtrants 


ſt of as the moſt clear imaginable; with what 


dement and Fidelity, let the impartial Reader 
Judge. | 


poſes as highly probable, but what, I confeſs, I ſhould 
never have dreamt of without his aſſiſtance. (1.) He 
urges, (1) That thoſe words of Juſtin [Nor will very 


many ſay ſo, who are of my Opinion] ſeem to ſhew that 


there were a few of that Opinion, in his Community. For 
he has not ſaid [No one of thoſe who are of my Opi- 


nion (in contradiſtinfion to the other Heretical Sefts, the 


Marcionites, Valentinians, @c. whom he always diſtin- 
ginſhes from his own) would ſay ſo] but [very few, Cc. 


(*) Ch. 7. $6.6, : (1) Epiſcop. p. 296. 


3. Let us now proceed to the Arguments he pro- 
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Here then you have this Argument: The Words of 
Tuſtin [Nor will very many ſay ſo, who are of m 
Opinion] ſhew that ſome (but a few) in the Church, where 
he communicated, believed Chriſt to be only Man begotten of 
Man : Therefore the Church in Juſtin's Time held Commu- 
nion with thoſe, who believed Chriſt mere Man. I own 
the Conſequence is very juſt : But without Epiſcopius's 
Spectacles, there is no finding the Antecedent. Epiſ- 
copius takes the words, as tho they imply'd a Partition 
or Diſtin&ioh : | Nor will very many of them, who are of 
my Opinion, ſay ſo.] But this is wrong. The Greek will 
not bear it. Beſides, thoſe he calls [that are of my 
Opinion] are here plainly, ſuch as thought the ſame 
concerning Chriſt as Juſtin did, namely, that he was 
before Ages, and made Man of a Virgin; never a 
one of which, you may be ſure, would ſay that he 
was Man begotten of Man. This is evident from 
Trypho's Anſwer immediately following: Ithink, ſays 
he, they who ſay he was made Man, and by Election a- 
nointed and conſtituted Chriſt, ſpeak more probably than thoſe 
who ſay as you ſay. Here no doubt [thoſe who ſay as 
you ſay] are the ſame with thoſe call'd by Juſtin [who 
are of my Opinion] but [thoſe who ſay as you ſay] are 
without doubt ſuch as with him affirm'd that Chriſt 
both pre-exiſted as God, and was born of a Virgin as 


Man, whoſe Opinion Trypho oppoſes, and prefers be- 


fore it theirs, who aſſerted he was made Man, and by 
Election anointed and conſtituted Chriſt. It is then 
manifeſt that the Words in Controverſy are explica- 
tory, not diſtinctive; that 4:50 is oppos'd to eg, 
which went before, and that therefore the Words of 
Juſtin muſt be underſtood in this ſenſe : There are 
tome, O Trypho, of our Sort, or rather of your Nation, 
who confeſs that Jeſus dis the Chriſt, and yet affirm 


that he is only a Man begotten of Man. I'm not 
of their Opinion; nor indeed would far the greateſt 


part of Chriſtians ſay ſo, for in this Point they think 


as I do. Who now would conclude from this, as 


Epiſcopius does, that there were ſome, with whom 


Juſtin 
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Juſtin held Communion, who thought our Saviour to 
n? To this you may add, that it 
was impoſſible the Heterodox, of whom Juſtin ſpeaks, 
ſhould have any Place in the Congregation or Aſſembly 
of any Catholick Church ; becauſe they not only de- 
ny'd the Divinity of our Lord, but alſo his Nativity as 
Man of the Virgin : and that they might ſupport both 
their Hypotheſes, plainly rejected the Goſpels receiv'd 
in the Catholick Church, and read in her Sacred Aſ- 


ſemblies. Nay, thoſe in Juſtin's time, who publickly 

deny'd the Divinity of Chriſt our Lord, could not be 

' Preſent at the Divine Service of the Catholicks, with- 
out deriding the Chriſtian Worſhip. For in the Li- 


turgies of the Catholick Church, both in Juſtin's time, 
and before, even from the beginning, our Saviour was 


ador'dand-glorify'd as God. Juſtin himſelf bears witneſs 


of his own Age, as we have ſhewn before; and before 
Juſtin, Pliny (m) reports this from the Confeſſion of the 
Chriſtian Apoſtates: They affirm'd this was all their 


Crime, or their Error, that they uſually met at an appointed 


time before day, and ſung an alternate Hymn to Chriſt, as 


God. A Catholick Author (u) has appeal'd to theſe Hymns, 


againſt Artemon, who impudently rejected the Opinion 


of the Church concerning our Saviour's Divinity, as 


novel: The Pſalms aud Hymns, all that have been wrote 
by the faithful Brethren, celebrate the Word of God as God. 
Nay, the Confeſſion of our Lord's Divinity was ſo 
plain and expreſs in thoſe Hymns, that Paulus Samo- 


ſatenus for that reaſon could not bear them, and even 


attempted (as the Antiochian Fathers tell us in their 
Synodical Epiſtle) to throw them out of all the 
Churches under his Government. The ſecond of E- 
piſcopius's highly probable Arguments, is this: Thoſe 


words [of our Sort] ſeem to imply a more near Relation 


and *Communion of Faith, than that, which is only nominal 
and external, Now Juſtin ſays of theſe Men, whom he 


(n) Plinij Ep. Ed. Hackran. 1669. Lib. 10. E, 97. p. 714. 
f (n) Euſeb. E. H. Lib. 7. Cap. 30. p. 229. P. 97. P 
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calls [of his own Sort] that they did not deny him to be 
the Chriſt, or that it did not follow from their Opinion, that 
Jeſus was not the Chriſt. This Argument is made up 
of two, which I particularly confuted (o) before. Con- 
cerning the words [of our Sort] fee Chap. 7. Seth. 6. 
And as for the Reaſon, which Epiſcopius ſubjoins, we 
have proved that to be a groſs Miſtake of his. 

5. The third Argument is this: I ſhould not ſeem 
wery ſtrange to any one, that Juſtin took thoſe for Members 
of the true Church, who thought our Lord was mere Man; 
when he alſo eſteem'd Socrates and Heraclitus to be Chri- 
ſtians, who lived with Chriſt, the firſt-begotten of God: as 


Scultetus in his Analyfis of the Apology for the Chriſtians 
to Antoninus Pius (that is, Juſtin's) reports from Juſtin, 


A ſtrange, foreign, far-ferch'd Argument! But how- 
ever, I anſwer, I have clearly ſhewn before, that Juſtin 


held «all thoſe Profeſſors of Chriſtianity, who did not 


take Chriſt for the true God, the God of Abraham, 
Tſaac and Jacob, and did not worſhip him as ſuch, to 
be impious Hereticks, with whom neither he, nor the 
Catholick Church, had any Communion. As for the 
Heterodox alſo, noted in the Place before us, I have 


” fairly prov'd that both Juſtin, and all Catholicks, e- 


ſteem'd them heretical upon more accounts than one. 
Therefore if that is true, which Epiſcopius alledges 
from Scultetus, namely, that Juſtin took Socrates and 
Heraclitus for true Chriſtians, this only will follow, 
that the holy Man had conceiv'd a better Opinion of 
Socrates and Heraclitus than of thoſe Hereticks. Nor 
ſhould any one admire, if Juſtin thought more ho- 
nourably, and hoped better of the Heathens, who, 
without Divine Revelation, according to their ſmall 
Portion of Light and Knowledge, worſhipped one 
God, the Maker of all things, and follow'd after Ver- 
tue, (as he was of opinion that Socrates and Heraclitus 
did) than of thoſe, who, boaſting themſelves Chri- 
ſtians, did impudently and wickedly reje& the firſt 


(o) Ch. 7. 6. 41 5. 
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Principles of their Religion reveal'd by God, and a 
bundantly confirm'd by ſo many, and ſo great Mira- 
cles, plainly deliver'd by Chriſt and his Apoſtles, for 
this reaſon, that they could not with their weak Heads 
comprehend the whole Method and Reaſon of them, 
But when Joſlin, in the (p) Apology inſcrib'd the 
Second, calls Socrates and Heraclitus Chriſtians, he does 
not mean Chriſtians abſolutely and perfectly, but in 
part only, and ſo far as they follow'd the Guidance 
of right Reaſon, deſpis'd the Heathen Idols, and, like 
the Chriſtians, acknowledg'd and worſhip'd one God, 
the Parent of all things; ſo far as in their Writings 
they taught, and in their Lives expreſs'd, a great deal 
of very good, and indeed Chriſtian Morality. For 
Juſtin teaches, that the Reaſon, which is in every 
Man, is, as it were, a Seed or Portion of the Divine 
Word, or Reaſon that is of Chriſt, for which cauſe 
he calls him the univerſal Reaſon; and conſequently 
that the Gentile Philoſophers, who, before the. coming 
of Chriſt, conform'd their Opinions and Lives to the 
Rule of that Reaſon within them, were ſo far Chri- 
ſtians ; but that thoſe alone were abſolutely Chriſtians, 
who were taughr, and did embrace the Divine Inſti- 
tution and Diſcipline of the univerſal Reaſon, i. e. of 
Chriſt, deliver'd in the Goſpel, and far more excellent 
than all human Wiſdom. This Juſtin partly ſignifies 
in that very place Scultetus had his eye upon (q): We 
have been taught, ſays he, that Chriſt is the firſi-born of 
God, and we have before ſhewn that he is the Reaſon, of 
which all Mankind partakes. And they who live rationally, 
are Chriſtians, & . But he gives us his Mind more fully 
in the Apology commonly publiſh'd as the firſt; there, 
ſpeaking of certain Philoſophers among the Gemtiles, 
who were hated of their own People, for the excel- 
lent Morality they deliver'd by the Seed of Reaſon, 
natural to all Mankind; and having again produced 
the Example of Heraclitus, and one Myſonius his Con- 


0 P. 83. ( Ibid, 
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temporary, he preſently adds (),: For, as we have 
ſhew'd before, the Damons have always made all them to 
be hated, who, according to the beſt of their power, have 
endeauour d to avoid Evil, and live according to Reaſon, 


And no wonder if they are found much more attive in y 6 


curing them hatred, who live according to a Portion of the 
original Reaſon | in ſome ſort rationally] yea, according 
to the Knowledge and Theory of the univerſal Reaſon, which 


is Chriſt, You ſee here in what ſenſe Juſtin call'd He- 


raclitus and ſuch Perſons Chriſtians, namely, as they con- 
Ferm id their Manners in ſome ſort to a Portion of the original 


Reaſon, lived according to Reaſon, and endeavour'd to a= 


void Evil, But betwixt them and the true Chriſtians 


he makes a wide difference; for the true Chriſtians are 


they, who live according to the Knowledge and Theory of 
the univerſal Reaſon, which is Chriſt, Now if any one 
ſuſpects that Juſtin thought a Man, by the only Af- 
ſiſtance of his natural Reaſon, might arrive at ſuch a 
Knowledge of God, as would be ſufficient to procure 


him Life and Bliſs, heaveniy and eternal, let him hear 


what he ſays for himſelf in the Concluſion of his Pa- 
raneſis (): Tou muſt therefore know this univerſally, that 
Jou can no otherwiſe learn the things of God and true Reli- 
gion, than by the Prophets only, thoſe who teach you by 
Divine Inſpiration. His words are alſo very expreſs in 
his Epiſtle to Diognetus (t): No Man hath known God 
himſelf, or diſcover'd him to another; but he hath exhibited 
himſelf, and this be hath done by Faith, by which only it is 
granted to us to ſee God. ; 


6. I come now to Epiſcopius's fourth and laſt Argu- 
ment, which proceeds thus: F any one, ſays he, reads 
the Writings of Juſtin, and eſpecially his Dialogue, call d 
Trypho, with exactneſs; he will find that Juſtin does in- 
deed acknowledge Chriſt to be God and Lord; but every 
where denies him to be Creator f the Univerſe, and aſ- 
ſerts that he is diſtin, and different from him not only in 
| Perſon, but in Nature, tho not in Will and Purpoſe. 


(70 P. 46. (5) P. 37. | 0 P. 499. 
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Now if this be fo, it ſhould not be ſtrange that he 
thought thoſe of his own Sort, who believed that he 
did not pre-exiſt before all other things, or was cre- 
| ated, or made in the beginning, but was begotten and 
born of Man in time. Nor is there ſo great a diffe- 
rence betwixt thoſe Opinions, as to occaſion a Schiſm. 
For Chriſt is by both defin'd a Creature, and the 
Queſtion only is, when he began to exiſt. Strange! 
What is the meaning of thoſe words, that Juſtin every 
where denies Chriſt to be the Creator of the Univerſe? 
Does Epiſcopius mean by them, that Juſtin every where 


denies all created things to be brought out of nothing 
into Exiſtence by Chriſt, i. e. the only begotten Son of 
God, who exiſted before all Ages, and after he had 
taken Fleſn upon him, was call'd Chriſt ? This is 


by no means true. For, on the other hand, Juſtin 
every Where attributes the Creation of all things to 
the Son of God, as a Work common to him with 
God the Father. Thus having firſt ſpoke (a) of God 
the Father, he adds theſe words concerning the Son : 
His Son, who is only properly call'd Son, the Word, who 
was with him before the Creatures, and born, when he firſt 
made and adorn'd all things by him, &c. So in another 
place (x): But this Birth, which really came from the 
Father before all Creatures, co-exiſted with the Father, and 
the Father converſed with him; namely, in thoſe words 
a little before cited by him: Let us make Man, &c. 
And in the Epiſtle to Diognetus, he teaches that the 
Son is not a Servant, but the very Artificer and Ma- 
ker of all things. Did Epiſcopius then take the words 
[Creator of the Univerſe] perſonally, as they ſay, as they 


are the Title of God the Father, in reſpect of his be- 


ing the Fountain of the Deity, and conſequently of 
all Divine Operations? If this was his meaning, we 
confeſs Juſtin deny'd (as the Catholick Church always 
did) that Chriſt. was God the Father. 'That was a 
Tenet condemn'd by the Church at ſeveral times, and 


(#) P. 44. (x) P. 83 


ig 


% RE ! OG EE Gs = yg 


4 the Carroricx Chuxch, &c. 277 


in the Perſons of divers Hereticks. But Epiſcopius 
proceeds, ſaying that Juſtin every where aſſerts Chriſt 
(in his more excellent Nature, wherein he exiſted be- 
fore Ages) to be different from the Creator of the U- 
niyerſe, that is, God the Father; and that not only 


in Perſon, but in Nature, ſo as to be only a Creature. 
Surely he who ſeriouſly charges this Hereſy upon Juſ- 


tin, can't be thought to have read the good Fathers 
Works with any exactneſs. For he is fo far from it, 
that no one Place can be alledg'd to this purpoſe. 
Nay, on the other hand, in the Places before cited out 
of his firſt Apology, and his Dialogue with Trypho, he 
plainly diſtinguiſhes the Word, or Son of God, pro- 
perly ſo call'd, that is, the true and natural Son of 
God, from the Creatures, and all thoſe things that are 
made by God, and attributes to him an Exiſtence co- 
eternal with God the Father. Alſo in the Place cited 
( from the Epiſtle to Diognetus, he expreſly denies 
that the Son of God is a Servant, i. e. a Creature. In 
what ſenſe the ſame Juſtin elſewhere, and other Pri- 
mitive Fathers, have call'd him a Servant, and attri- 
buted to him a certain Diſpenſation, not compatible 
with the Father, in which he often from the begin- 
ning deſcended to the Earth, and in a viſible Shape 
converſed with holy Men, you may ſee largely ex- 
plain'd in another Place (x). Further, in the ſame E- 
piſtle to Diognetus (a), the Son of God is call'd by 
Juſtin (he who always was, [but] to-day is reputed the 
Son z] ſo in his Paræneſis to the Greeks, he obſerves (b), 
that the Angel, who appear'd to Moſes in the Buſh, 


and whom he every where contends was the Son of 


God, call'd himſelt [he that is] and afterwards ex- 
preſly notes that that Deſcription belongs to the eter- 
nally exiſtent God. Sure he who wrote thus, never 
dreamt that the Son of God was a Creature. 


P. 498. ( Defence of the Nicene Creed, Sed. 4. 
Ch. 2. 6. 2. & Ch. Zo 9. 4, & 5. 51 (a) | 501. g 
(b) P. 19, & 20. | N 
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7. Laſtly, the Holy Martyr frequently aſſerts the 
Conſubſtantiality of the Son, tho he no where uſes 
the very word, affirming that he is the true, real, ge- 
nuine Son of God, begotten of the very Eſſence of 
the Father, and upon that account very God, as well 
as the Father, as Fave largely ſhewn elſewhere (c). I 


will here very briefly repeat two Places only, which are 


there more copiouſly handled, from which it will ap- 
pear as clearly as poſſible in what ſenſe Juſtin aſſerted 
that the Son of God was different from God the Fa- 
ther. The former Place you find in his firſt Apology : 
(d) They that ſay the Son is the Father, appear neither to 
know the Father, nor that the Father of the Univerſe hath 


| Son, who being the firſt-born Word of God, is alſo God. 


Here you ſee that Juſtin ſo reaches the Son to be dif- 
ferent from the Father, as that he is not the Farther, 
but a Perſon diſtin& from him; but yet not different 
from the Father in Nature, for he is upon that ac- 
count very God, becauſe begotten of God the Father, 
and that as the Word or Reaſon of the Father's Mind. 
For it can't be but that the Reaſon or Word of the 
firſt eternal Mind, i. e. of God the Father, ſhould be 
of the ſame Nature and Eſſence with him; which is 
the cauſe why the Primitive Fathers commonly uſe 
this ſame Argument to eſtabliſh the true Divinity of 
the Son. The Reader will obſerve with me, by the 
way, that it is evident even from this ſingle Place, 
what Juſtin thought of thoſe, who would have Chriſt 
to be a mere Man, and not the firſt-begotten Son of 
God, and God. He expreſly ſays, that they who de- 
ny the Son to be true God, and perſonally diſtin& 


from God the Father, don't know God the Father, 


i. e. are Strangers to true Religion and Salvation. For 


it is notorious, that [not to know the Father] both in 


Scripture and in the Primitive Fathers, ſignifies the 
fame as to be deſtitute of the ſaving Knowledge of 


D Defence of the Nicene Creed, ect. 2. Ch, 4. 
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| God the Father. In this ſenſe the Apoſtle St. John, 
(as J have ſuggeſted before) ſays of the Hereticks in 
his days, who deny d Chriſt to be the only- begotten 
Son of God, He that denies the Son, hath not the Father. 
But that the Senſe of this Place may be yet more clear, 
it is to be obſerv'd that Juſtin, in the words before 
ſpoke of the Jews, who contended, that he who ap- 
ear'd like an Angel to Moſes in the Buſh, and ſaid, 
Jam he that is, the God of Abraham, @c.] was not the _ 
Son of God, but God the Father himſelf, For the 
Jews would not own or worſhip any Son of God, as 
being God himſelf ; flattering themſelves that in this 
their Obſtinacy they worſhip'd the one God the Fa- 
ther, and that they were not oblig'd to worſhip any 
other. Now Juſtin plainly ſhews, that theſe Men 
ſtand confuted as well by the Spirit of Prophecy, 
namely, the Old Teſtament, as by Chriſt himſelf, and 
that they knew not the Father. 'Then upon this oc- 
caſion, he paſles, as I think, to the Chriſtian Here- 
ticks, and briefly cenſures them for teaching that the 
Son of God was the very Father (of which Hereſy 
ſome were guilty in Juſtin's time, and ſome afterwards, | 
as Praxeas, Noetus, Sabellius, and others) concurring | 
| 
| 


herein with the Jews, that they did not acknowledge 
any Son of God, perſonally diſtin& from God the Fa- 
ther, who was begotten of God the Father, and con- 
ſequently was himſelf God ; and upon account of this | 
Hereſy, pronounces them, as well as the Jews, not to | 
have known God the Father, i. e. whatſoever they | 
pretended, to be deſtitute of the ſaving Knowledge of 1 
Chriſt. After the Goſpel of Chriſt had been preach d, = 
and fully explain'd by the Apoſtles, no one could 

worſhip God the Father as he ought, and ſavingly, 1 
unleſs he alſo worſhip'd and reverenc*d God'the Son. = 
Does not then this Place of Juſtin as truly affect thoſe, 
who taught that Chriſt was a mere Man, or Creature? | 
Without doubt; for they no more acknowledge the 
Son of God in Juſtin's Senſe (who, as he is the Word, 
the firſt-begotten Word of God, is alſo God) than the 


8 Jews, 


n 


2% The JUDGMENT e 


| Jews, or thoſe Hereticks. But this briefly by the 
þ way. | 
j * 4 I proceed to another Place of Juſtin, in which 
1 he profeſſedly handles the Diſtinction of God the Son 
1 from God the Father, It is in that Dialogue with 
| Trypho, to which Epiſcopius chiefly appeals. There he 
relates (e) the Opinion of ſome, that the Son of God 
did not ſubſiſt diſtinctly from God the Father, but 
only as a Power iſſuing forth from the Parent of the 
Univerſe. To their Hereſy he oppoſes the Catholick 
Opinion, in theſe words: I have before, in a few 
words, ſhewn that the Power, which the Scripture calls God 
(as is alſo proved at large) and Angel, is not only rec- 
kon'd nominally, as the Light of the Sun, but _is really and 
- numerically another after an exquiſite manner. TI have there 
ſaid, that this Power is begotten of the Father by his Power 
and Pur poſe, not by Abſciſſion, as tho the Father's Eſſence 
was divided, as all other things, being divided or cut, ceaſe 
to be the ſame which they were before. But I gave this 
Example, that we ſee other Fires kindled from one Fire, 
that not being at all diminiſh'd, but remaining the ſame, 
and capable of kindling many. Here Juſtin plainly 
reaches, that the Son 1s perſonally, or numerically, 
different from the Father, but not ſo in Nature; as 
being begotten of the very Eſſence of God the Father 
(not indeed by Section, or Partition of the Divine 
Eſſence, but by ſimple Communication of it, ſuch as 
is between the Fire produced or kindled, and the Fire 
which produces or kindles it, without any loſs or 
diminution of itſelf) and conſequently a Son conſub- 
ſtantial with his Father, and true God as well as he (F). 
From what has been ſaid, ir is clear that there is the 
greateſt difference between Juſtin's Opinion and theirs, 
who taught that Chriſt was only Man begotten of 
Man. For, on the one hand, Chriſt is defin'd to be 
a mere Creature, nay, nothing more than Man; and, 


e 
* 


(e) P. 358. (f) You may conſult Defence of the Nicene 
Creed, Sett. 2. Ch.4. S. 3, 4. a 152 


on 
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on the other hand, he is aſſerted to be the Son of 
God, coeſſential with God his Father, and even very 


«x After theſe Arguments (which ſcarce become an 
honeſt Man, who is a little read in Juſtin) Epiſcopius 
gives us a Corollary; in which, if I miſtake not, he 


has deſtroy'd all his preceding Diſputation, himſelf 


being Judge. For from what he had before diſ- 
cours'd, he gathers, that Juſtin by thoſe words [of 
his own Sort] did not mean the Ebionites, But how 
does he gather this? It is by no means probable, ſays he, 
that Juſtin intended them by that Phraſe, not only becauſe 


he no where mentions the Ebionites in his Writings, but 


becauſe they alſo appear to be the worſt of Men; for their 
Maſter is reported to have loaded the Apoſtle St. Paul with 
Calumnies, to have accuſed St. Peter of Lying, and to have 
cald him partly a Jew, an Eſſene, a Nazaræan, a Ce- 
rinthian, aud a Carpocratian : And they moreover, as 
Euſebius relates (g), believed that Chriſt was born of the 
Coition of Joſeph and Mary, and taught that the Legal 
Ceremonies muſt be obſerv d. Epiſcopius then confeſſes, 
that it is by no means probable that Juſtin thought 
the Ebionites of his Sort (as that Phraſe ſeem'd to him 
to import a near Relation and Communion of Faith) 
rs i they were the worſt of Men, and taught im- 
pious Doctrines. Now who does not fee that the 
1 Man has ruin'd his own Cauſe by this Con- 
feſſion? For I have very clearly prov'd before, that 
Juſtin ſpeaks of no other Perſons than the Ebionites. 
Bur it is ſtrange what Epiſcopius could mean, to prove 
from Euſebius that the Ebionites believed Chriſt to be 
born of the Coition of Joſeph and Mary, and from that 
to conclude that Juſtin never ſpoke of the Ebionites. 
Has not Juſtin expreſly ſignify'd, that the Hereticks, 
of whom he ſpeaks, taught that Chriſt was Man be- 
gotten of Man? Did not Epiſcopius know the meaning 
of theſe words? Does not he, who ſays Chriſt was 


(g) Lib. 3. Cap. 27. p. 79. 


| Man 
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Man begotten of Man, at the ſame time ſay that 


.Chriſt was begotten by the Coition of a Man and a 
Woman, namely, Joſeph and Mary? Surely he who 
was conceivd and form'd by the Holy Ghoſt in the 
Womb of a pure Virgin, without the Coition of a 
Man, could net be Man begotten of Man. Further, 
it is very frequently declared in this Dialogue what is 
meant by Chriſt's being Man begotten of Man. For 
there ( Trypho prolixly derides the Chriſtian Faith con- 
cerning Jeſus born of the Virgin Mary, compares it 
to the Fables of the Greeks concerning Perſeus born of 
the Virgin Danae, Jupiter deſcending upon her in the 
Form of Gold; and then adds, You who talk as they do, 
ſhould be aſhamed of it, and rather ſay that this Jeſus was 
Man begotten of Man. Every one may here plainly ſee 


the Import of thoſe words, Man begotten of Man. In 


another Place, in the ſame Dialogue (i), Juſtin proves 


from the Old Prophets, that Chriſt was to be born 


of a Virgin; and from that concludes, that Chriſt 1s 
not Man of Man, begotten in the common way. 


Laſtly, Juſtin, in the very Place before us, plainly tells 


us what the Hereticks meant, who affirm'd Chriſt was 
Man begotten of Man. For he ſays in the beginning 


of this Paragraph, that his own, namely, the Catholick 


Opinion concerning Chriſt our Lord, was, That he 


pre exiſted the Son of the Maker of the Univerſe, and was 


born Man of the Virgin; then he ſubjoins the Opinion 
of the Hereticks contrary to the Catholick Qpinion, 
That Chriſt was Man begotten of Man. From this it is 
evident, that thoſe Hereticks deviated from the Truth 
two ways: 1. As they taught that Chriſt was only 
Man, not pre-exiſting as the Son of God before Mary. 
2. That Chriſt was Man begotten of Man, not of the 


Virgin Mary by the overſhadowing of the Holy Spi- 


Tit. - „ | 
From this and other Arguments we may conjecture 
that Epiſcopius and his Remonſtrants read the Paſſage 


() ; 297, (?) P, 274 
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of Juſtin, they ſo greatly boaſted of, very haſtily firſt, 
| (hurry'd away with the Sound of Words upon the firſt 
hearing, apparently favourable to their Prejudices) 
and afterwards, neither accurately weigh'd the Words 
themſelves, nor the Context. But however that may 
be, this is very ſare, that the Learned Men have in 
vain alledg'd it, to prove, That the Autient Primitive 
Church of the Chriſtians held Communion with them, who 
believed and profeſſed that Jeſus Chriſt was only mere Man, 
Man begotten of Man, and conſtituted Chriſt by Election. 


ol 


To the moſt Holy and Undivided Trinity, God the Father, 

and his coeternal aud coeſſential Word and Son, in- 
carnate for our Salvation, together with the Holy Spirit, 
the Paraclete, be given by Angels and Men all Praiſe, 
Honour and Glory for ever and ever. Amen. 
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THE 
Primitive and Apoſtolical 


TRADITION, 


CONCERNING 


The receiv'd Doctrine in the Catholick 


Church, of Our Saviour IESUS CHRIS T's 
Divinity; 


Aſſerted and plainly prov'd, againſt DANIEL Zuickkn, 


a Pruſſian, and his late Diſciples in England. 
2882S & de d. Se dee d ke Gd & d ds dE 


The INTRODUCTION. 


HAT Jeſus Chriſt, our Saviour, was 
not only Man, but the living and ſub- 
ſiſting Word of God, who was with 
| God before any thing was created, and 
YI therefore eternally; who was God, by 
whom all things were made, that were 
made, whether viſible or inviſible ; and who, in the 
tulneſs of time, was made Fleſh for us Men, and for 
* ; our 
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our Salvation, i. e. took the true human Nature into 
the Unity of his Perſon from the Virgin; is the plain 
Doctrine of the New Teſtament, propagated and pre- 
ſerv'd by a conſtant and perpetual Tradition of all the 
Churches founded by Chriſt's Apoſtles. This not- 
withſtanding, there have been, and alas ! there are 
now, even in our own Country, wicked Men, inſtiga- 
ted by the Devil, yet pretending Chriſtianity, who not 
only don't acknowledge this ſacred Doctrine, but alſo 
oppoſe it with all their might, and perſecute it with 
the moſt foul Reproaches and Blaſphemies. Our Ebionites 
elude the force of that Scripture-Evidence, which 
| clearly aſſerts that Chriſt is God, one one way, and 
| another another. Moſt of them wreſt and pervert thoſe 
: places, as their Fathers did, ro a Senſe remote from 
the Context, and the evident Propriety of the Words. 
But (a) ſome are arrived at that height of impudence 
and wickedneſs, (Allies to the Turks and Mahometans for 
the deſtruction of Chriſtianity) as openly and auda- 
ciouſly to affirm, That the Scriptures of the New 
Teſtament are foully corrupted and interpolated by the 
Catholick Chriſtians. Even (v) Socinus, if he was a- 
mongſt us again, wou'd excommunicate theſe Monſters 
| in Chriſtianity. As for Eccleſiaſtical Tradition, they | 
| all contend, that no true Tradition derived from the 
times of the Apoſtles can be produced for the Catho- | 
lick Opinion; that the Apoſtles and their Succeſſors 
preach'd the pure naked Goſpel, that is, taught their 
Opinion concerning the mere Humanity of Chriſt ; 
but that not long after, the Myſtery of Iniquity for- 
ſooth began to work, and the Purity and Simplicity of 
the Goſpel was adulterated by Platonick Philoſophers 
who embraced Chriſtianity, and eſpecially by Juſtin. | 
2. The firſt Author of this abſurd Opinion, if | 
I'm not miſtaken, was the Perſon who wrote the -Y 
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| | | | 
(a) The Hiſtorical Defence of the naked Goſpel, the Preface, The 
Judgment of the Kale, & c. p- 22. Pe'y f | 


(b) Socin, Authoritas Scrip. Cap. 1. f. 3. 
1 55 i Ire- 
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Trenicum Trenicorum, a violent Ebionite, one Daniel Zuicker, 


as the Anti-trinitarian Bibliotheque has lately inform'd us. 
For he in his Jrenicum, ſearching into the Original of 


2 < 


the Change made in the Apoſtles Doctrine concerning 


Chriſt, gives us this tedious Tale (c): (1.) I is proba- 


dle that the Diſciples of Simon Magus corrupted the ſound 
Doctrine concerning God and Chriſt, by feigning a new Gene- 
ration of Chriſt, and conſequently introducing a new Chriſt ; 


this (d) Hegeſippus atteſts. Then that thoſe Hereticks 
made certain Verſes under the name of Orpheus, concern- 
ing the Word of the Father pronounc d by him, before the 
Creation. Further, that Juſtin firſt of all deceiv'd by the 


Arts and Reveries of the Simonians, and relying upon the 
Orphaic Verſes as others did, propos d his Opinion concern- 
ing the Generation of Chriſt, or the Mind, Word, and Reaſon 
of the Father, from the Father, before the Creation, that 


the World might be made by him, and that he might deſcend 


to Men, and at length be made Man. Laſfily, that there 


_ were ſeveral other Cauſes which might lead Juſtin and his 


Followers into this Doctrine; namely, the knowlege of, and 


affeftion for the Platonick Philoſophy, the memory of Genti- 
liſm and many Gods not yet obliterated, the cuſtom of deifying 
excellent Men, and the ſuperſtition and dread of worſhipping 


mere Man, &c. From all which he at laſt concludes, 
that he has done the Buſineſs, and laid open the Ori- 


ginal of the new Production of Chriſt, and conſequent- 
ly of a new Chriſt. | 


3. When I read theſe things many years ago in the 


Author of the Irenicum, I quickly drew up a ſhort 
Confutation of the monſtrous Fable, not intending it 
for the Publick ; but when I ſaw not long ſince, that 
this ſtuff of Zuicker's was again brought upon the 
Stage with pomp and oſtentation by our Unitarians, I 
reviſed this ſhort Confutation, and, as I had opportuni- 
ty, enlarg'd it. This ſo improv'd (upon the Bookſel- 


ler's Application, that if I had any larger Treatiſe 


(e) Irenicum, p. 14, 15, 16. 


(d) Euſeb. E. H. Lib. — Cap. 22. Pe 11 5. 


ready 
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ready by me, I would ſuffer him to print it off with the 


new Edition of my Works) I offer to thy Candour, 
Gentle Reader. | 


- 


> 


CHAR -þ 


| That Juſtin zwas not the firſt who introduced 


the Doctrine of our Savour's Pre-exiftence 

before the World was made, and of the 

Creation of all things by him, into the Chri- 
 ftian Churches. | 


IRS T then, the Author of the Jrenicum lays 
this Foundation of his ruinous Structure, That 
Juſtin introduc'd the Doctrine of the Son's Generation 
of God the Father before the Creation, into the Chri- 
ſtian Churches. For he ſays, that Juſtin deceiv'd by 


the deluſion of the Guoſiicks, firſt propos'd that Opi- 


nion. He alſo ſays elſewhere (e) in expreſs Words: 
That no one can be cited more ancient than Jaſtin Martyr, 
who has in his writings aſcrib d the divine Nature to Chriſt, 
and call'd him God before Ages; and that the Opinion of the 
Artemonites (who taught that Chriſt was mere Man) did 
at leaſt obtain in the Church from the days of the Apoſtles 
till Juſtin's, and then at length was chang d. Our late 
Soctnians, or as they affect to be call'd Unitarians, have 
follow'd him in this, and eſpecially the Author of a 
Book wrote in Engliſh, intitled, [The Judgment of the 
Fathers about the Doctrine of the Trinity, againſt Mr. G. Bull's 
Defence of the Nicene Creed] who frequently in that 
'Treatiſe, makes Juſtin the firſt Author of the Doctrine 
concerning the Son of God coexiſting with God the 


Father before every Creature. But who can believe 


this Fable? For beſides the great improbability that 
() Irenicum Irenicorum, p. 7). 
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a very wiſe and pious Man (ſuch Juſtin was without 
doubt) could either be ſo deluded in a Fundamental 


of Chriſtianity by the Frauds of the worſt of Here- 


ticks ; or wou'd coin new Doctrines, and introduce a 
new Faith as different as poſſible from that of his An- 
ceſtors, and Apoſtolical Tradition, (which he who 


flouriſh'd in the firſt Succeſſion of the Apoſtles could 


not but know :) beſides this, (which is a ſufficient con- 
futation of this wild Fancy) we have other Argu- 
ments, which very evidently prove, that the Doctrine 
of the Son's Pre- exiſtence before the World was made, 
and of the Creation of all things by him, is not the 
Figment or Device of Juſtin, but the commonly re- 
a of the Church before his time. 

2. Firſt, Juſtin himſelf, in his Dialogue with Trypho, 
expreſly witneſſeth, that not only he, but the Chri- 


ſtians of his days commonly thought and believed that 
Chriſt was God before Ages; except a few known 


Hereticks, who not only deny'd the Pre- exiſtence of 
our Saviour before Ages, but alſo his Nativity of the 
Virgin (). Again, the ſame Juſtin ſets forth his 
Confeſſion concerning the Divinity of the Son of God, 


not as his own only, or ſome private one, but as the 
publick and notorious Faith and Opinion of all true 


Chriſtians of his time ; and this before the Roman Em- 


peror and Senate, as is clear from the Exhortation to 
the Gentiles, and both his Apologies: What then, was 


this Conſent of Chriſtians owing to Juſtin only? Did he 
travel the World over to preach this Do&rine ? Or had 
he his Apoſtles to propagate it every where ? Cou'd it 


be that this one Man ſhould deſtroy the Apoſtolical 


Tradition, change the receiv'd Faith of the Church, 


and obtrude (as Zuicker ſpeaks) even a new Chriſt up- 


on the Chriſtian World? Durſt no Diſciple of the A- 
poſtles oppoſe this impudent Innovator? Durſt not Po- 
Hearp himſelf, who had St. John for his Maſter, who 


(F) See the place cited entire, and largely explain'd in the Judz- 
ment of the Catholick Church, c. 7. ä Jade 
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was alive when Juſtin publiſh'd and defended the 
Doctrine of the Son's Divinity in his Writings, and 
who liv'd a long time after? No ſober Man can think 


_ theſe things credible. 


3. Beſides, there are yet extant Writings of the 
Fathers, who flouriſh'd ſome years before Juſtin, even 


in theApoſtolical Age, namely the Catholick Epiſtle of 


Barnabas, the Shepherd of Hermes, and the Epiltles 
of Tenatius the Martyr, out of which we have cited 
clear 'Teſtimonies of our Lord's Divinity, and largely 
defended them from the Cavils of the renicum (g.) Theſe 
Writings indeed, the Engliſh Author beforemention'd 
entirely deſpiſes, and, as his cuſtom 1s, even reproaches 


and derides the Authors of them. But the moſt learns 


ed Men, as well Antients as Moderns, have thought 


otherwiſe of them, Men whoſe Judgment is much to 


be preferr'd before the Cenſure of that Scoffer. As 
for the Shepherd of Hermes, and the Epiſtle aſcrib'd 
to Barnabas, we conſtantly' affirm theſe two things 
of them, what he durſt not deny, and Which come 
up to our purpoſe : (1.) 'That they are pieces. of the 
molt early Antiquity, and prior to Juſtin Martyr. 
(2.) That they were ſo far approv'd by the Church, 


as to be read publickly in the ſacred Aſſembles, toge- 


ther with the Canonical Scriptures in the primitive 
days. The ſeven Epiſtles of Enatius, known to Eu- 
ſebius, and publiſh'd in Greek by I. Veſſius (which 
only we have uſed) our very learned Pearſon has abun- 
dantly prov'd to be the genuine Works of the Holy 


Martyr in his Vindication of them, to which I refer 


the Reader, . 3 
4. Moreover there were learned and pious Men be- 
fore Juſtin, who ſet forth Apologies for our Religion 


againſt the Gentiles, among whom were Quadratus Bi- 


ſhop of Athens, and Ariſtides, who preſented their 
Apologies to Adrian in the beginning of his Reign. 
Theſe Apologiſts were ob ig'd to vindicate the Chri- 


(s) Defence of Nicene Creed, Sect. 2. Ch. 2. 
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ſtians from worſhipping a Man, and to refute that 


common Objection, Du worſhip a Man that was born 
and crucify'd. Nor could any of them anſwer this, 
without declaring his Opinion concerning our Saviour's 
Perſon, and ſhewing himſelf either a Catholick, or 
Heterodox upon that Article. Now (Y) Euſebius and 
Jerome (i) atteſt, That Qradratus and Ariſtides prov'd 
themſelves Cacholicks in their Apologies, Of Quadra- 
tus, Euſebius ſays (k), He offer d his Oration in defence of 
our Religion to Adrian. It is now extant in the hands of 
moſt of our Brethren, and I myſelf have it. From it you 
may ſee plain tokens of the Man's Sentiment, and of Apo- 


ſlolical Orthodoxy. To Quadratus, he adds his Con- 


temporary Ariſtides as one of the ſame Character. In 
like manner, Jerome calls the Apologetic of Quadratus 


a very uſeful Book, ſull of Reaſon and Faith, and be- 
coming the Apoſtolical Doctrine. Of Arxiſtides alſo he 


writes thus in the following Chapter: Ariſtides a very 
eloquent Athenian Philoſopher, and a Diſciple of Chriſt, in 


bis former Philoſophical Habit, preſented a Book to the Em- 


peror Adrian, at the ſame time Quadratus did, containing 
an account of our Tenet. Without doubt then, in Je- 
rome's opinion, Quadratus and Ariſtides held the Stan- 
dard and Rule ot the Apoſtolical Faith in their Apolo- 

eties. The Force of this Argument in ſhort is this: 


It is certain the Catholick Church gave divine Ho- 


nours to our Saviour in the times of Quadratus and 


Ariſtides (and conſequently from the beginning) as 
we ſhall ſhew hereafter in this Chapter. It is alſo cer- 


tain, that the Heathens did eſpecially object that as 
a Crime to the Chriſtians; and therefore it was ne- 
ceſſary they ſhould obviate this Obje&ion in the firſt 
place in their Detences of Chriſtianity. 'This we ſee 
was done by all the Apologiſts, whoſe Works we 


have. Laſtly, it is certain that the Catholick Church 
of Chriſt (as alſo the Jewiſh Church before Chriſt) 


Y Euſeb. Lib. 4. Cap. 3. Pag. 94. 
) Catalog. Eccleſ. Scriptor. in Quadrato. (6) Ibidem. 


held 
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held it for a Point fix'd and eſtabliſh'd, That divine 


Worſhip was only due to God, and that to pay it 
to a mere Man, or Creature, was certainly Idolatry ; 
which Decree of the Univerſal Church we ſhall here- 
after (/) clearly demonitrate in its proper place, to be 
ſupported by the Scriptures of the Old and New Teſta- 
ment, and by good Reaſons. 

It follows then, that the Worſhip and Religion of 
Chriſtians can't be defended, conſiſtently with the 
Principles of the Catholick Church, by any one, who 
does not own that Chriſt is really God. But Euſebius 
and Jerome expreſly teſtify, That the Apologies of 
Quadratus and Ariſtides were truly Catholick, ens 
tirely conſiſtent with the Catholick Rule, and the 
Apoſtolick Faith. 'To theſe you may add, if you 
pleaſe, the Obſervation of Petavius (m), that in the 
Roman Martyrology and that of Ado, Notkerus, @c. 
it is reported, That Ariſtides the Athenian preſented a 
Book to the Emperor Adrian concerning the Chriſtian Reli- 
gion, containing the Reaſon of our Tenets ; and that he 
very clearly and fully diſcours'd, in the preſence of the Em- 


peror, that Jeſus Chriſt was the ouly God. 


5. I muſt here alſo repeat a plain Teſtimony of Eu- 


ſebius cited before, where he ſays, he had learnt from 


the Monuments of antient Authors, that all the fifteen 
Biſhops, who preſided over the Church of Feruſalent 
till the times of Adrian, were of the Circumciſion, 


and yet receiv'd the genuine Knowledge of Chriſt : 


But they only, according to Enſehins, receiv'd the 


genuine Knowledge of Chriſt, who confeſs*d, that 


he pre-exiſted, being God and the Wiſdom. Thus 
in (z) another place he interprets himſelf, where 
he diſtinguiſhes the Catholicks and Orthodox from 
the Heretical Ebionites, by this Character, That they 
[the Ebionites] had a low and mean Opinion of 
Chriſt. What ſays the Author of the Judgment of 


the Fathers, &c. to this? Hear him, and you muſt 


(1) Ch. 8. (n) In præfat. ad Tom. 2, Dogm, Theolog. 
(7) Lib. 3. Cap. 27. p. 79. | 
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wonder at his Impudence. We grant, ſays he (o), that 


Euſebius affirm'd thoſe Biſhops of Jeruſalem profeſs*d the 
true Knowledge of Chriſt ; but we anſwer, that he had this 
From Hegeſippus. Now Hegeſippus was himſelf a 
Jewiſh Chriſtian, that is, one of thoſe, who thought our 


Saviour was a mere Man; therefore when he ſaid the Bi- 


ſhops of Jeruſalem profeſs*d the true Knowledge of Chriſt, 
without doubt he meant, that our Lord was truly a mere 
Man, againſt the Docetæ, who taught that Chriſt pre-ex- 
iſted, and deny d that he was truly Man. But, (I.) he 
muſt make Euſebius a dull Creature indeed, a Man of 
no Parts, nor Judgment, who can think he ſo foully 
miſtook in citing the Authors, whoſe Teſtimonies he 


made uſe of. Euſebius ſays, That he had learnt from the 
antient Monuments, that the Biſhops of Jeruſalem, 
down to Adrian, had receiv'd the genuine Knowledge 


of Chriſt, 7. e. in his Senſe, had acknowledg'd the 
true Divinity of Chriſt our Lord. But the Author 


or Authors he referr'd to, if we may believe this Fel- 


low, intended the direct contrary ; namely, that thoſe 
Biſhops where Ebionites, that is, took our Saviour to be 
only mere Man. (2.) Euſebius (p) does not name Hegefip- 


pus, as he uſed to do, when he cites any thing from him, 


but only in general ſays, he had it from the Writings 


of the Antients. Euſebius had read many other Au- 


thors beſides Hegeſippus, which the large Library at 
Jeruſalem, founded by Alexander, Biſhop of that City, 
afforded him. Of which he thus writes: At the 


ſame time, (namely in the Reign of Antoninus) many 
learned Ecclefiaſticks flonriſh*'d, whoſe Epiſtles to one 


another are yet preſerv'd, and eaſy to be found; for they 


are now in the Library at Alia, founded by Alexander, 


Biſhop of that City, from which we have been enabled 
20 collect the Matter of our preſent Work. Beſides, 
Euſebius (q) had alſo the Uſe of that noble Library of 
the Martyr Pamphilus, in which there were Eccleſi- 
P. z. () Lib. 6. Cap. 20. p. 180, & 181. 5 

8 Lib. 6. Cap. = Ps 188. 4 — ; ; 


aſtical 


6 . 
1 2 PPP enge ss he I ID * 
0 W. 3 


ROT PIT yer RE RE eos x, 1, — 


85 
1 
x 4 
Ng 
2 
2 
215 
by 
8. 
. 
8 
25 
9 
* I 
* 
4 
N 
5 
25 
. 
} 
IF, ; 
ES 
— 
85 
© 
= 


"Apoſtolical TxADTTIoN, Oc. 293 


aſtical Authors collected by the Bleſſed Man from all 
parts. (3.) But grant that Euſebius wrote this from 


Hegeſippus, what then? Hegefippus, he ſays, was an 
Unitarian, and believ'd our Saviour to be a mere Man. 
Nothing can be more falſe. I deſire to know from 


V hat Author he had his Information? from one Zuicker 


(I ſappoſe) Author of the Irenicum, a blind Leader of 


the Blind. Now that Hegeſippus was a Catholick, and 


conſtantly perſiſted in the Communion of the Catho- 
lick Church, in which the Faith concerning the Di- 
vine and Human Nature of Chriſt obtain'd, we ſhall 


evidently prove hereafter in a more convenient place. 


6. After the Teſtimony of Euſebius (not in the 
firſt place, as the Sophiſter we bave to deal with impu- 


dently affirms) we cited a very grave Hiſtorian, Sul- 
pitius Severus, who expreſly (r) ſays, that the Primi- 


tive Church at Jeruſalem, which had no Biſhops but of 


the Circumcifion till Adrian's time, believ'd Chriſt to be 


God, and obſery*'d the Law. What ſays the Trifler to 
this again? Whereas, ſays he, Sulpitius affirms, that 
thoſe Chriſtians believ'd in Chriſt as God, I've prov'd that 
he is miſtaken, from the Teſtimonies of thoſe Fathers, who 
convers'd with the Jewiſh Chriſtians, Origen and The- 
odoret, and of other Fathers, who were nearer to them 
than Sulpitius, namely Epiphanius and &. Auſtin. Sure 
nothing can be weaker than this Anſwer. Sulpitius 
ſpeaks of the Primitive Church at Jeruſalem, which 
flouriſh'd under her own Biſhops of the Circumciſion, 
till the Deſtruction of Jeruſalem under Adrian. But 
did Origen and Theodoret converſe with theſe Fewiſb 
Chriſtians ? or were Epiphanius, and St. Auſtin, near- 
er to them than Sulpitius ? Sulpitius expreſly affirms, 
concerning the Chriſtians of the Primitive Church at 
Jeruſalem, that they believ'd in Chriſt as God. Euſe- 
bius had ſaid the ſame before him, and that by the Au- 
thority of the moſt antient Eccleſiaſtical Monuments. 
Has Origen, or Theodoret, or Epiphanius, or Auſtin, or 


() Hiſt. Sacr, Lib. 2. Cap. 45. 
1 3 any 
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any other Father contradicted Euſebius and Sulpitius in 
this Point? Not at all. For they ſpeak of the Jewiſh 
Chriſtians, or Ebionites, or Nazareans, of their own 
times, that is, of a much later Age, and very diffe- 
rently. I have in (5) another Place largely bi Jar) 
upon the Nazareans of the later Ages, and their Qpi- 
nion concerning the Perſon of Chriſt. It will not be 
amiſs, however, juſt to repeat the Heads of what I 
have ſaid there, and vindicate them from the Cavils of 
my troubleſome Adverſary. 5 
7. Firſt, I have alledg'd Auſtin's Teſtimony thus: 
Auſtin in his Book of Hereßes (t), after he had treated of 
the Cerinthians, who taught, That we muſt be circumciſed, 
aud obſerve the other like Precepts of the Lau; That Jeſus 
was only a Man, &c. explains the Tenets of the Ebionites 
and Nazareans thus (u) : The Nazareans, tho they con- 


k feſs Chriſt to be the Son of God (and therefore in this diſſent 
from the Cerinthians, who would have it that he is only 


Man) yet (in this agreeing with the Cerinthians) they ob- 
ſerve all the Precepts of the Old Law, which the Chriſtians 
by Apoſtolical Tradition have learnt not to obſerve carnal, 
but to underſtand in a ſpiritual ſenſe. The Ebionites alſo 


(as well as the Cerinthians aforeſaid) ſay that Chriſt is 
only Man, obſerve the Carnal Precepts of the Law, &c. 


Here it is plain, againſt all the Cavils of the Irenicum, 


That Auſtin intended to diſtinguiſh the Nazareans both 


From the Cerinthians and Ebionites, in this, that the 
Nazareans confeſs'd Chriſt not ouly to be Man, as the Ce- 
rinthians and Ebionites did, but alfo the Son of God diſ- 


- _ cretively, and conſequently God. Here my Adverſary ac- 


cuſes me of Impudence, for inferring from this Teſti- 
mony of St. Auſtin, that the Nazareaus thought Chriſt 
to be ſo the Son of God, as that he was born of God 
before all Ages; whereas I was conſcious to myſelf, 
that the Ebionites, who believ'd Chriſt to be only mere 
Man, own'd him to be the Son of God. Ireply, that the 


Judgment of the Catholick Church, Ch. 2. 6. 13, &. 
(„) De Hæreſibus, Cap.8. (#) Cap. 9, & 10. 
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| Ebionites indeed call'd Chriſt the Son of God, but not 


in Auſtin's ſenſe, or that of the Nazareans, of whom 
he ſpeaks. For in this Auſtin plainly diſtinguiſhes the 
Nazareans from the Ebionites, that the latter deny'd 
that Chriſt was the Son of God, but the former own'd 
it. Does he not plainly oppoſe the Opinion of the 
Nazareans, who confeſs'd our Saviour to be the Son 
of God, to the Opinion of the Ebionites and Cerin- 
thians, who taught that he was only Man? There- 
fore in the Senſe of Auſtin and the Nazareans, to own 
Chriſt for the Son of God, is the ſame as to profeſs 
that he is not only Man. The Sophiſter proceeds then 
as tho he would correct my Interpretation of St. Auſtin, 
and give his Reader the genuine Text, and Senſe of it. 
But let us recite the very Words of St. Auſtin (x): The 
Nazareans, as they confeſs Chriſt to be the Son of God, ſo 
they obſerve the whole Law. The Ebionites alſo ſay, that 


Chriſt is only Man. Theſe words [the Ebionites alſo ſay 


that Chriſt is only Man] would be plainly abſurd, unleſs 
the Nazareans, of whom he ſpake immediately before, had 
likewiſe held that Chriſt was a mere Man. But this is 
not reciting Auſtin's own Words, but corrupting and 


depraving the Integrity of his Text. Auſtin has it 


{cum, that is, quanquam or tho ;] inſtead of that, this 
Author gives us [ ficut, or as;] St. Auſtin [tamen, or 
yer] he [ta, or ſo.] And, what is the top of his Arti- 
fice, the Sophiſter has wholly omitted what Auſtin 
ſays in the Chapter juſt before, concerning the Opi- 
nion of the Cerinthians, tho, at the ſame time, his ge- 
nuine Senſe in the following words can't be under- 
ſtood without them. Now if you'll attend to thoſe 
preceding words, you'll find that St. Auſtin's Cetiam, or 
alſo] in explaining the Opinion of the Ebionites, plain- 
ly belongs to the Cerinthians, not the Nazareans, Let 
the learned and impartial Reader conſult St. Auſtin, 
and I doubt not but that he will be of my opinion. 


(x) Cap. 9, & 10. : 
| T. 4 =} 3. To 
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8. To the 'Teſtimony of St. Auſtin, I add ()) Ferome's 
Suffrage, who writes thus concerning the Nazareans 
(with whom he was very well acquainted:) Even now 


there is a Hereſy among the Jews throughout all the na- 
gogues of the Eaſt, call'd the Minei, commonly Nazareans, 


who believe in Chriſt, the Son of God, born of the Virgin 


Mary; they ſay he it is that ſuffer'd under Pontius Pi- 


late, and aroſe again, in whom we alſo believe: But whilſt 


they affect to be both Jews and Chriſtians, they are neither. 


In theſe words Jerome, as well as St. Auſtin, expreſly 


ſays that the Nazareans believed in Chriſt the Son 6 


God ; and not reſting here, he explains himſelf, affirm- 
ng thar they believed in that Son of God, in which we 
allo [the Catholicks] believe: ſo that in this Point he 
owns no difference between the Catholicks and the 
Nax areaus. Mark (if you can, without Horror) what 
this vile ſacrilegious Talker anſwers to this: One would 
have thought (ſays he) when the Nazareans here ſay that 
they believed in the Son of God, born of a Virgin, kill'd 
under Pontius Pilate, and then raiſed from the Dead, that 


they ſufficiently declared their Meaning, namely, that the 


Son of God, in whom they believed, was the Man Chriſt 
Jeſus ; not that Son of God which could not be born of a 

irgin, could not die and riſe from the Dead. But becauſe 
Jerome adds [in whom we alſo believe] Dr. Bull cries 
out, Obſerve, the Nazareans believed in that Son of 
God, in whom the Orthodox believed. V own it, 
Dr. Bull believed in the Son of God born of the Virgin, 
dead, and raiſed again. Tho the Orthodox (ſo call'd) 
have contriv*d another Son of God alſo, a Son which could 
neither be begotten of Mary, nor born, nor die. A Son co- 
eval with his Father, a ſecondary Almighty, another Cre- 
ator, firſt diſcover*d and ſet forth by the Nicene Fathers. 
Lhe Senſe of this Anſwer is this: Whoſoever profeſſes 


to believe in the Son of God, born of the Virgin, who 


ſuffer d and died under Pontius Pilate ; by that declares 
that he believes in a Son of God, who is only Man, 


(5) Ep. 89. ad Auguſtin, 
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not God. For the Divine Nature being impaſſible, 
could not be born of a Virgin, could not die and riſe 


again. But the Nazareans profeſs d that they believed 
in the Son of God, born of the Virgin, Cc. 'There- 
fore they did not believe in the Son of God, who is 
God. But the Catholick Church of Chriſt before the 
Council of Nice, and the Nazareans, as well as the 
Catholicks, according to Jerome, always believed in 
the Son of God, who, tho very God, at the time ap- 
pointed took upon him human Fleſh of the Virgin, 
died in it, and afterwards roſe from the Dead. For 


he ſays, The Nazareans believed in that Son of God, 


in whom we alſo [the Catholicks] believe. Beſides, in 
that Epiſtle Jerome had, in Imagination, made Auſtin 
his Adverſary upon the Queſtion, and had undertaken 
plainly to prove, that thoſe, who obſerved the Ritual 
Law of Moſes, were aiways by the Church deem'd 
Hereticks. 'This he firſt attempts from the Examples 
of the Cerinthians and Ebionites; but conſcious to him- 


| ſelf, that Ebion was condemn'd of Hereſy for denying 


Chriſt's Divinity, and that Cerinthus was excommuni- 
cated for the ſame Crime, and many other impious 
'Tenets, he recedes of his own accord from theſe Ex- 
amples, and has recourſe to another unexceptionable 
Argument from the Nazareans. But why, ſays he, do 
1 ſpeak of the Ebionites, who only pretend Chriſtianity ? 


Even now there is a Hereſy, &c. As tho he ſhould have 


ſaid: You'll perhaps obje& againſt the Ebionites, and 


I don't deny it, that they had impious Opinions con- 


cerning our Lord Chriſt, teaching that he was only 


Man, pretending to be Chriſtians, but really not to 


be eſteem'd ſuch : but then, as to the Nazareans, what 
can you ſay, who thought as we do concerning our 
Lord's Perſon, and yet were accounted Hereticks by 


the Church, only for their Obſervance of the Ritual 
Law (z). | | 


(Z) See this more at large in the Judgment of the Catholick 
Church, Ch. 2» Sedt. 13. | | | ; — 


9. From 
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9. From St. Auſtin and Jerome, I come to an (a) Au- 

thor much more antient than either of them, who 
lived in the days of Adrian, the Emperor, in whoſe 
time the Chriſtian Church at Jeruſalem, which was of 
the Circumciſion, was expell'd the City, and diſpers'd 
1 into divers Countries, and who publiſh'd his Works, 
ib not long after that Diſperſion ; ; mean Juſtin Martyr. 
1 From his Dialogue with Trypho, I evidently gather d 
4 that there were, even in his time, Men, who blended 
it together the Catholick Faith concerning Chriſt, name- 
it ly, that he was the Son of God, who exiſted before 
all Creatures, and in the appointed time was incarnate 
for the Salvation of Men, and made Man of the Vir- 
| gin, Cc. with the Obſervation of the Ritual Law of 
Tit Maſes; but yet did not impoſe the Neceſſity of ob- 

| 

| 


ſerving this Law upon others, i. e. the Gentile Chri- 
ſtians. To theſe Juſtin profeſſes himſelf ready to give | 
the hand of brotherly Charity and Communion. Now | 
I fay, that theſe were no other than the Nazareans, or f 
| i] Jeruſalem Chriſtians, who were expell'd their own | 
1 Country by Adrian. What ſays the brazen Author to 
this? I anſwer, ſays he (b), whoever they were, they | 
were not Nazareans. Moſt of the Gnoſticks acknowledse'd | 
i. the Pre-exiſtence of Chriſt, and obſe:v*d the Law of Moles; 
if Why might they not be Cerinthians? This is as much 
as to ſay: Whatſoever you prove, I'll keep cloſe to 
my Prejudices. I'll forge, or I'll] believe any thing 
rather than that the Nazareans own'd Chriſt's Divi- 
nity. But here are many Reaſons, why theſe could 
not be either Cerinthians, or any other Se& of the 


— 


—̃— 


| Gnoſticks, (1.) Thoſe Chriſtians, ſpoken of by Juſtin, 

i confeſs the true Incarnation of the Son of God, which 

9 neither the Cerinthiaus, nor any other Sect of the Guo- 

ö ſticks oum d (c). Again, the Chriſtians Juſtin ſpeaks of, | 
| held the Orthodox Faith in all Points neceſſary to ; 


(a) Ses Judgment of the Catholick Church, in the Place cited, 3 

| Sect. 14. (b) Judgment of the Fathers, p. 44. 
| (c) See the Defence of the Nicene Creed, Set. 3. Ch. 1. g. 6. 
and the Judgment of the Catholick Church, Ch. 2. Sed. 4. 
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Salvation, and in nothing diſſented from the Catho- 


lick Church of Chriſt, unleſs that they religiouſly 
obſerved the Meſaical Rites. On the other hand, the 


Cierinthians and other Gnoſticks ſo adulterated almoſt all 
the Chriſtian Religion, that there was ſcarce one Ar- 


ticle of Faith free from their Corruptions. Beſides, 
the Cerinthians and other judaizing Gnoſticks, as well as 
the Ebionites, taught the neceſſity of obſerving the 
Moſaical Law. But the Doctrine and Sentiment of 
5 judaizing Chriſtians was quite contrary. 
aſtly, Juſtin held thoſe Judaix ing Chriſtians to be 
Brethren, and hoped well of their Salvation. But it 
is evident the Holy Man abſolutely abhorred the 
Cerinthians and other Gnoſticks as peſtilent Hereticks 
from the Church of Chriſt, and Aliens from Salvation 


by Chriſt. I am of opinion; our Adverſary was aſham'd 


of this ſilly Anſwer, and therefore ſought another Re- 
fuge : Beſides, ſays he, it is uncertain whether Juſtin 
intended to ſay that there were ſome Chriſtians who obſerved 
the Law of Moſes, and yet believed the Pre-exiſtence of 
Chriſt before Ages. To draw this Senſe from him, Dr. 


Bull is forced to add theſe Words to his [the Chriſt, ſuch 


a one as you have deſcribed juſt now, &c.] Now he 
who with diligence and attention ſhall read the entire 
Context of Juſtin's Words, will ſee that I have put 


no force upon them. Trypho had propos'd to Juſtin 


ſome Queſtions concerning the Salvation of good 
Men, both before and under the ritual Law. Juſtin 


anſwers, that both ſhall be ſaved in the World to 


come 3 and in the Concluſion of his Anſwer to theſe 
Queſtions, he deſcribes that Faith concerning Chriſt, 
which is requiſite to the Salvation of a Chriſtian, and 
ſays it is, To believe that Chriſt is the Son of God, 
who was before Lucifer and the Moon, and being 
made Fleſh of a Virgin of the Lineage of David, conde- 
icendec to be born, &c, Afterwards immediately fol- 
lows ſrypho's Queſtion, Whether thoſe who believe in 
Chriit, and together with that Belief, retain the Obſer- 
vation of the ritual Law of Moſes, can be ſav d? Now 

| | | | wha 
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who can doubt but that he means the ſame Faith in 


Chriſt here, as he had before deſcribed ? I have there- 


fore rightly paraphrasd Trypho's Queſtion thus: 
But if there be any, who will now live in the Obſervation 
of the Moſaical Law, and believe in this crucified Jeſus, 
owning him to be that Chriſt of God, (which you have but 
not deſcribed) can they alſo be ſaved ? | 

10. Laſtly, I brought an Evidence from the ſixth 


Book of the Apoſtolical Conſtitutions, cap. 12. inti- 
tled, Againſt thoſe that confeſs, but will Judaize. Con- 


feſs what? The Faith explain'd in the Chapter imme- 


diately going before this, and eſpecially that part of 


— 


it Which is repeated in the end of the Chapter: We 
confeſs that Chriſt is not a mere Man; but God the Word, 


and Man, the Mediator of God and Man. From this I 
gather, that in the Age in which the Author of the 


Conſtitutions liv'd, there were ſome who confeſt Chriſt 


to be God and Man, and yet did fo far Judaize, and 
diſſent from other Chriſtians, as ſtill to adhere to the 


ritual Law of Moſes. Theſe I ſay were the very Na- 
zZareaus. To this the Adverſary anſwers: Before 


Dr. Bull convinces us of this, it lies upon him to prove, 


that there were no Chriſtians befides the Nazareans, who 
obſerv*d the Law of Moles, and believ'd alſo that Chriſt 
was God the Word; but he well knew that the Cerin- 
thians, and almoſt all the Sects of the Gnoſticks, both 
Judaiz'd and alſo believ'd the pre-exiſtence of our 
Saviour, and that he was God the Word. He that 


could write this, diſcovers his own groſs Ignorance of 


Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory, or his conſummate Impudence. 
Neither the Cerinthians, nor any other Se& of the 


Enoſticks, ſincerely acknowledg'd that Chriſt was God 


the Word and Man, the Mediator of God and Men. 
Seg what we have ſaid upon the Teſtimony, cited 


in the laſt Section from Juſtin. Beſides, in the Con- 


feſſion recited-Cap. 11. and referr'd to in the Title of 
the 12th Chap. there is not one Article which the Ce- 
rinthians, or any other Se& of the Gnoſticks could ſin- 


cerely ſubſcribe or acknowledge. In the very begin- 
- | ning 
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ning of the Confeſſion, the Root of the Cerinthian He- 
reſy, and that of all the other Guoſticks, is ſtruck at: 
We preach one only God, the Lord of the Law and the 
Prophets, the Maker of the Univerſe, and the Father of 


| Chriſt. To this we have a parallel Place following : 


One God the Father of one Son, not more, and thro* Chriſt 


of our Paraclete ; the Maker of other Orders; one Creator, 


Maker of the different Creatures by Chriſt, who alſo is the Pro- 
curator and Laugiver by him, Upon this account, the So- 

phiſter diſtruſting this his Anſwer, quickly goes off 
from it, and begins a new Queſtion by way of diver- 
ſion, concerning the Author of the Conſtitutions, 
Whether he was a Catholick, or tainted with Aria- 


niſm? I've declar'd my Opinion freely in this Matter 


elſewhere (d). Now as for the Confeſſion of Faith con- 


ain d in the 13th Chapter, the ſagacious Reader may 


eaſily perceive in it ſome tincture of Arianiſm, and 


alſo ſomething which no Arian can truly and ſincerely 


profeſs. Of this kind is the Author's diſcretive Pro- 
feſſion, That God is the Father of Chriſt, but the Ma- 
ker of all other things by Chriſt. This is more clearly 
expreſsd, where the Article of the Chriſtian Faith, 
concerning the only begotten Son of God, is thus ex- 
plain'd: And in the Lord Jeſus Chriſt, bis only begotten 
Son, begotten, not made; by whom all things were made. 


In which words, Chriſt the Son of God is abſolutely 


- excepted out of the Rank of Creatures, and there- 


fore is acknowledg'd to be true God. But grant 
that the Author in the recited Confeſſion has ſhewn 
himſelf an Arian, it will not neoeſſarily follow, that 
thoſe who confeſs d it, mention'd in the Title of the 
following Chapter, ſhould alſo be Arians: for it is 
clear, that the Author intended to give us in that 
Chapter, the entire Rule of Faith, every where re- 
ceiv'd by the Chriſtian Churches in his days; but it 
is alſo clear, that he has given us that Rule by way 
of Paraphraſe, and thrown in bis own Explications 


(d) Def. N. C. SeR. 2. Ch. 3. 9. 6. 
| here 
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here and there. Now it is manifeſt that he might 


confeſs that Rule of Faith, who would not admit of all 
the Author's (or rather Interpolator's) Gloſſes. | 
11. I return now to what my Adverſary's Di- 


greſſion forced me to leave. It is very plain from 
what has been before cired from the Antients, that 
the Chriſtians of the Primitive Church at Jeruſalem, 
who were of the Circumciſion, had receiv'd the genuine 
Knowledge of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, i. e. had own'd 


his true Divinity; and that the ſame Faith continued 


in that Church, till the diſperſion under the Emperor 


Adrian. Now if the Doctrine of our Saviour Chriſt's 


Divinity was own'd, and always received in the Church 


of Jeruſalem, the Mother of all other Churches; and 


was faithfully preſerv'd in it as long as it ſtood : it 


| can't be doubted but that the ſame Faith was propa- 


gated and diſpers'd in all the other Churches, which 
either the Apoſtles themſelves, or their Miniſters foun- 
ded and conſtituted. = 5 

12. Laſtly, it is plain from the Epiſtle of Pliny 

- Junior, to Trajan, wrote in the Year 106, that the 
Chriſtians of his times were wont in their Aſſemblies 

to celebrate the Divinity of our Saviour in Hymns 

and Pſalms. This he reports from the Confeſſion of 

apoſtate Chriſtians in theſe words; Now they affirm'd 

that this was the Sum of their Crime, or their Error, that 
they uſually met together upon a ſet day before it was light, 
and ſung an alternate Hymn to Chriſt, as to God, An 
old grave Author has appealed to theſe Pſalms againſt 

the Artemonites, who rejected the Tenet of our Lord's 

true Divinity as novel : The Pſalms and Songs of the 

Brethren celebrate Chriſt the Word of God, calling him God. 

And theſe Pſalms ſupply'd ſuch clear and evident 
teſtimony of Chriſt's true Divinity, acknowledged by 
the Apoſtolical and Primitive Church, that Paulus Sa- 
moſatenus, the reviver of Artemon s Blaſphemy, could not 
bear them, and therefore commanded the abolition of 


them in all the Churches under his Government, as 


the Antiochian Fathers, aſſembled againſt him, teſtify in 
: 3 | their 


E 
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their Synodical Epiſtle. I doubt not but that the 
Apoſtle St. Paul had an eye to ſome ſuch Hymns in 
his Epiſtle to the Epheſians, (e) where he writes, Speak- 
ing to one another in Pſalms and Hymns, and ſpiritual 
Songs, ſinging and making melody with your Hearts to the 
Lord (Chriſt. ] By the way, let the Reader obſerve> 
that the Words Pliny uſes concerning the Chriſtians, 
that they were wont [dicere ſecum invicem] to ſing an 
alternate Hymn to Chriſt, as God, exactly anſwer to 
St. Paul's D favrois | ſpeaking to one another, &c. 
By them the alternate, or reſponſory way of ſinging, 
as yet frequently uſed in the Churches, ſeems to be 
ſignified. From what has been ſaid. in this Chapter, 
we have eſtabliſh'd it beyond all Controverſy, that the 
"Tenet of our Lord's Divinity was not the Invention 
of Juſtin Martyr, but obtained in the Chriſtian 
Churches long before him ; yea, was every where deli- 
vered and promulged by the firſt Preachers of the 
Goſpel, together with the Goſpel, of which it makes 
no ſmall part. Q. E. D. 
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CHAP 


That Juſtin was not deceiv'd by the Frauds 
of the Simonians, and that the Tenet of 
Chriſt's Divinity did not proceed from the 
School of Simon. = 


H AVING raſed the Foundation, the mon- 
b ſtrous Pile the Yenicum has built upon it, falls of 
itſelf, For whereas it is as evident / as poſſible, that 
Juſtin was not the Inventer of the Son's Generation 
before the World was made; and that that Tenet 
obtained long before Juſtin was born, even in the Apo- 
ſtolical Age ; it would not be neceſſary carefully to 


(e) Epheſ. Ch. 5. ver. 19. 
8 examine 
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examine what led Juſtin into this erroneous Sentiment: 


But becauſe we have determined to follow this Au- 
thor, ſtep by ſtep, both that his own perverſe Blind- 
neſs may appear the more, and that the Truth may be 
better illuſtrated ; therefore we will freely diſcuſs 
the ſeveral Cauſes he has pretended. Now theſe 
Cauſes are either primary, ſuch as did eſpecially lead 
Juſtin into this ſuppos'd Error; or ſecondary, which 
contributed to his making further Advances in it. The 
Heretick reckons theſe two of the firſt kind, (1.) The 
Hereſy of the Simonians, and, (2.) The Verſes made in 


Orpheus's Name by thoſe Hereticks. 


2. Of the former he writes thus (F): And 
firſt it is probable that after the Death of the Apoſtles, as (80 
Hegeſippus ſays, ſome Chriſtians, falſe Chriſts, falſe Pro- 


phets, and falſe Apoſiles, deſcended of thiſe ſeven Hereſies 
among the Chriſtian People (h), which the ſaid 11 5 
he 


mentions in the ſame place, and whoſe Leader and Chie 


makes Simon Magus the Samaritan, (a Man in his own 
Samaritan turn, not averſe to the mixture of true Worſhip 
with falſe) firſt divided the Unity of the Church with feign- 


ed perverſe Doctrine (Note, theſe are the very words of 


Hlegeſippus) againſt God and Chriſi; and (as will appear 
| bereafter from the Doctrine of Simon Magus) corrupted 


the ſound Doctrine concerning God and Chriſt, by feigning a 
new Generation of Chriſt, and introducing a new Chriſt. For 


all the Ecclefiaſtical Hiſtorians to a Man teſtify of Simon 


Magus, that he was the firſt Oppoſer of Chriſt, the firſt 
that denied Jeſus to be the Chriſt and Redeemer, ſuch an one 
as died for our Sins; and on the other hand aſſerted, that he 


alone was the Son, who appeared among the Jews, and the 


Father who deſcended in Samaria, and the Holy Ghoſt who 


came among the Gentiles ; That he deſcended, transfigured; 


that among Men he appeared indeed as Man, tho he was 


not Man ; that he was ſuppoſed to have ſuffered in Judea, 


tho he did not ſuffer ; that he was the infinite Power ; that 


() Irenicum, p. 14 (g) Euſebius, lib. 4. cap. 22. p. 116. 


) Among the Jewiſh People, he ſhould have ſaid, See Valeſius, 
p- 79, and 80, in Euſebe | | 
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Selene was the firſt Conception of his Mind ( for he called 
the ſecond, the Voice and Comprehenfion of Mind; and the 
third, Reaſon or Thought) that ſhe was the Mother of all 


things, by whom in the beginning he had thought to make 
Angels, and Archangels. For he ſaid, that this Thought or 


Notion going out from him, and knowing the Mind of her 
Father, deſcended into the lower Regions, and made Angels 


and thoſe Powers by which the World was made. Then he 


adds, that Juſtin was deceived by this dotage of the 
% = „ | | 

3. But this Conjecture is very far from all probability. 
For firſt, what has Chriſt to do with Belial, Light with 
Darkneſs, and the Fathers and Doctors of the Church, 
with the moſt notorious Hereticks ? It is certain that 
all the Prelates and Doctors of the Church, who ſuc- 
ceeded the Apoſtles, (and by conſequence all the 
Chriſtians, who, adher'd to them) always heartily ab- 


hor'd the Simonian Hereſy ; ſo that they would ſooner 
fetch Fire from Hell, than any Doctrine from his 
Forge. Their Writings now extant ſufficiently prove 


this. But that Juſtin was eſpecially free from this 
Blot, is manifeſt, (if from no other place) from that 
in his Dialogue with Trypho (i), where having men- 
tioned the Gnoſticks under the Title of Nominal 
Chriſtians, - who claimed to themſelves a Liberty of 
eating things offer d to Idols, he concludes that in this 
that Prophecy of Chriſt is fulfilled, in which he fore- 
told that falſe Chriſts, and falſe Apoſtles ſhould ariſe, 
deceiving many of the Faithful. Moreover, he adds 
concerning them, With whom have no Communion, knows 
ing them to be atheiſtical and impious. In another place 
he ſays (e), that Chriſt foreknew what would happen 


after his Reſurrection and Aſcenſion, that many falſe 


Prophets, and falſe Chriſts, would come in his Name, 
(under the Mask of a Chriſtian Profeſſion ;) Which, 


ſays he, is now come to paſs ; for there are many who have 
pretended his Stamp upon atheiſtical, bIaſphemous and unjuſt 


5 (?) P. 252, (&) P. 308. 
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Tenets, who have taught, and even now teach thoſe things 


in the Name of Chriſt, which were put into their Minds by 


that impure Spirit the Devil (I). Laſtly, in his ſecond 
Apology (n), he particularly names Simon and other 
Hereticks, who came out of the School of Chriſt ; he 
cenſures and abhors them as the Peſts of Chriſtianity. 
Bur alas, the Wickedneſs of our Days! Who would 
have thought that Juſtin, the moſt excellent Doctor of 
the Church, who not only wrote very learned Books 
againſt all Hereſies, but alſo ſeal'd the truly Apoſto- 
lical Faith with his Blood, ſhould have been ſuſpected 
as impos'd upon by the worſt of Hereticks in a pri- 
mary Doctrine of Chriſtianity > e | 

4. But ſecondly, it is fo far from true, that the 
Doctors of the Church took their Opinion of the Son's 
Divine Generation from the Fictions of the Simonians, 
that it is manifeſt the Hereticks dreſs'd up their Fic- 
tions (as every Error is the Imitation of ſome Truth) 
in the Garb of the Church, (transferring her Doctrine 
into their Scheme :) The Caſe is clear. From whence, 
I beſeech you, was that blaſphemous Aſſertion of Si- 
mon's, that he only was the Son who appear'd among 
the Jews, the Father who deſcended in Samaria, and 


( P.69, & 50. 


(m) Nay, further in the ſame wor be does not only mention the 


feven Hereſies of the Jews, ſpoken of by Zuicker (p. 307+) but alſo 


expreſly rejects Simon Magus as an Hereſfiarch, and a falſe Chriſtian 


GO. 349+). in theſe words: Neither did I make any account of 
my own Countrymen, the Samaritans, but when I wrote to 
Ceſar, affirm'd that they were led into Error, by giving credit 
to Simon Magus their Countryman, who, they ſay, is God a- 


bove all Principality, and Power, and Might. Here Juſtin bas 


an eye partly to the Place of the Apology cited by the Reverend Author, 
partly to another, which ſtands thus in the Apology, commonly call d the 


Frſt, p. 52. And I deſpis'd my Countryman Simon's impious and 


erroneous Doctrine. Moreover, that the Hereſy of Simon and his 


Followers cas profeſſedly oppos d by Juſtin, and refuted in writing, be 
bimſelf informs us in the Apology, commonly entitled the Second, 


evhere (p. 70.) after he has named Simon, Menander, and laſtly 
Marcion, he adds, 'There is alſo a Piece of mine compos'd 
againſt all the Hereſies that have been. | 
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15 the Holy Ghoſt who came upon the Gentiles? From 
5 whence was it taken, if not from the receiv'd Doc- 
trine of the Church concerning the Holy Trinity, 
God the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit? Where 
had the ſame Simon that impious Tenet, that Jeſus 
appear d to Men as Man, tho he was not ſo; and 
ſeem'd to have ſuffer d in Judea, when he did not ſuf- 
fer; bur from the Apoſtolical Doctrine concerning 
. Chriſt, as God and Man? For without doubt that 
Impoſtor would in vain have taught, that he was not 
true Man, if the Apoſtles had taught that he was only 
mere Man. Laſtly, that Expoſition of Cerinthus (as 
Zuicker calls it) that Chriſt the Son of God deſcended 
into Jeſus, When . baptized, in the Form of a Dove, 
from that Principality which is over all, and in him 
wrought Miracles, and at his Paſſion flew back again 
from Jeſus into the Heavens to the Father ; whence 
came this Expoſition, but from the Apoſtolical Tradi- 
tion of a Diſtinction betwixt the Divine and Human 
Nature in Chriſt? Nay, both theſe Fancies, that of 
Simon concerning the imaginary Body of Chriſt, and 
that of. Cerinthus concerning the Separation of the Son 
of God from the Man Jeſus, ſeem therefore to have 
been more pleaſing to many, becauſe that venerable 
Myſtery of the Divine and Human Nature in the one 
Perſon of Chriſt, deliver'd by the Apoſtles, appear d 
2 to them (as it doth to our modern Hereticks) abſurd, 
| and contrary to ſound Reaſon. For upon this account 
g 
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they thought it neceſſary either quite to take away 
one Nature, or to ſeparate the one from the other. 
4 Let my Reader weigh theſe things attentively, and 
J then, if he is not dull indeed (as Zuicker ſays) he will 

certainly think as I do” | 

5. Moreover, the very Words of Hegefippus, upon 
which Zuicker lays ſo great a ſtreſs, namely [That the 
| Hereticks forged perverſe Doctrines againſt God and Chriſt] 
plainly hint that the Doctrine concerning God the Fa- 
ther and his Son, did not come from the School of 
Simon; but, on the contrary, that Simon warpt the 
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308 The Primitive and 
Apoſtolical Doctrine to his own wicked Tenets. Ob- 
ſerve, Hegeſippus does not ſay concerning God and 
Chriſt, bur againſt God and Chriſt. That Magician, 
in an extraordinary blaſphemous manner, accommoda- 
ted the Apoſtolical Tradition concerning the Father 
and the Son to himſelf, his proſtitute Helena and other 
Powers of his own Imagination. For he ſaid (ac- 
cording to () Irenæus) againſt God the Father, that 
he was the moſt ſublime Power; i. e. the Father, who 
is above all, and ſuffer d himſelf to be call'd, whatſo- 
ever Men call the Father. Then he aſſerted againſt 
Chriſt, that Helena, his firſt tra, Notion, or Idea, 
made Angels, and the Powers by whom he ſaid the 
World was made; that Men were ſaved- by his Grace, 
c. * | | 
6. I cannot now but admire how. Hegeſippus comes 
to be cited as a Witneſs for the Author of the Jren- 
cum, Whereas no Antient more plainly ſhews the Va- 3 
nity and Falſhood of his Conjecture. For he ex- 5 
preſly witneſſeth, that in his Age the Governours of 
the Church held the Apoſtolical Doctrine pure and en- 
tire; for after he had told us what Churches he had 
been to ſee, and how many Biſhops of the Roman 
Church eſpecially, that moſt eminent Patriarchate he 
had viſited, he adds: In every Succeſſion, and in every 
City, it ſtands ſo, as the Law, and the Prophets, and the 
Lord teach. Now when did Hegefippus live? Without 


17, "7 3 
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doubt he was Contemporary with Jrenæus, for he ex- : 
preſly mentions Pope Eleutherus (in whoſe time Irenæus 
certainly flouriſh'd) as ſucceeding Soter in the Epiſco- |* c 
pal See; ſo that Jerome muſt be clearly miſtaken in 1 
bringing him back to the times of Adrian, being de- t 
ceiv'd, I doubt not, by (o) Euſebius, who has commit= t 
ted the ſame Error, Boo the 4th, Chapter the 8th of hies t 
Hiſtory : and afterwards (p), as tho correcting his falſe ti 
Chronology, places Hegeſippus in the times of Marcus b 

(n) Lib. 1. Cap. 20. p. 115, & 116. (0) Euſeb, E. H. Lib. 4 de 


g. C. 8. p. 98. Valei, Not. (p. 56.) in locum. 
( C. 21. p. 115. | a 
Ano- 
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Antoninus. How well now has Zuicker play d his game 
from Hegeſippus? He aſſerts that the Doctors of the 


Church, eſpecially Juſtin, being deceiv'd by the Whim- 
ſies of the Simonians, chang'd the Apoſtolical Doctrine. 


But lo! Hegeſippus witneſſeth, that the Apoſtolical 


Doctrine was preſerv'd whole and entire by the Doc- 
tors in every Church down to his times, (i. e. to the 
times of Trenaus) i. e. till about thirty Years after Juſ- 
tin's days. Sure this Author would never have ap- 
peal'd to Hegeſippus, if he had been well acquainted 
with him; doubtleſs he had form'd a haſty, erroneous 
Notion of this antient Writer. But this I ſhall re- 
ſerve to be proved in the following Chapter. 
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CHAP. III. 


Concerning Hegeſippus, and his Opinion of 
The Perſon of Jeſus Chriſt. 


HE Author of the Irenicum ſpeaks every where 

of Hegeſippus as a Man of his own Sentiments, 

i. e. as an Ebionite; one of thoſe who confeſs our Sa- 
viour's Conception of the Virgin by the Holy Spirit, 
but deny the Pre-exiſtence of God the Word, before 
Ages. All our preſent Socinians in England follow him, 
and claim this very antient famous Author for their 


own; they lay this Foundation, and build upon it 


certain ſtrange Concluſions, which, if true, would be 
ſufficient to overthrow that Apoſtolical Tradition of 


the real Divinity of our Lord, which we aſſert. From 
theſe eſpecially, the Author of the Judgment of the Fa- 


thers (q) contends ſtrenuouſly that Hegeſippus was cer- 
tainly an Ebionite, and has endeavour'd to confirm it 
by ſome ſhallow Reaſonings, which we propoſe now 
to examine. | 


(7 judgment of the Fathers, Cc. p. 41, 42. | 
oo 2. Firſt, 
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but he does not ſay that he uſed that Goſpel, as the 
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2. Firſt, he ſays, Hegeſippus was a Jewiſh. Chri- 
ſtian, as Euſebius teſtifies; but all the Jewiſh Chriſtians, 
acccrding to Origen, were Ebionites ; therefore deny d the 
Divinity of our Saviour, I anſwer, If by a Jewiſh 
Chriſtian, the Sophiſter means a Chriſtian who mix'd 
the Obſervation of the Ritual Law of Moſes with the 
Faith of Chriſt, it is abſolutely falſe that Euſebius ever 
wrote that Hegeſippus was ſuch a one. This is all he 
ſays in the Place cited, that Hegeſippus from his Wri- ' 
tings might be concluded to be a Believer of Hebrew 
Extraction. But that he was not ſuch a Jewiſh Chri- 

ſtian, as he would make him, we are aſſur'd from He- 
geſippus himſelf (r), who ſays, that, as he went to 
Rome, he vifited many Chriſtian Churches of the Cen- 
tiles, and communicated with them, . but that when 
he came thither, he continued very long in the Com- 
munion of that famous Church. Hence (s) Euſebius 
expreſly ſays, that he flouriſh'd in the 8 i. e. | | 
in the ſame Catholick Church, in which Jrenæus and 5 
others, Men undoubtedly Catholick, flouriſh'd at tage 
ſame time, and Men with whom he is join'd. But 
thoſe Chriſtians of the Jews, who, together with the 
Faith of Chriſt, retain'd the Obſervation of the Ri- 

| tual Law, neither could, nor would live in Commu- 
nion with any Church of the Gentiles. Beſides, it is 
not true that the Jews, who received the Faith of 
Chriſt, and perſevered in the Obſervation of the Mo 
ſaical Law, were all Ebiouitet, i. e. deny'd the Divi- 
nity of Chriſt ; nor does Origen ſay any ſuch thing (t). 

3. Our Ebionite proceeds in his Argument thus: |} 
Secondly, the ſame Euſebius in the ſame place ſays, that 
Hegeſippus »ſed the Hebrew Goſpel of St. Matthew, 
,which was fed by the Ebionite and Unitarian Chriſtians > 
only. I anſwer: Euſebius indeed ſays, that Hegeſippus © 
cited ſome things out of the Goſpel of the Hebrews ; 


(1) Lib. 4. Cap. 22. p. 116. (s) Lib. 4. C. 21. p. 115. 
(t) Judgment of the Catholick Church, C. 2, Sec. 18. 


Ebionites 
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Edbionites uſed it, i. e. deem'd it Canonical. Now if 
to cite ſome things from the Goſpel to the Hebrews, 
is a ſure Token of an Ebionite, then very many Au- 
thors may be eſteem'd Ebionites, who, of our certain 
knowledge, are Catholicks, and abhorred that Hereſy 
entirely. Then Jerome, that ſtrenuous Aſſertor of the 
Son's Conſubſtantiality, was an Ebionite. For he often 
cites that Goſpel, and tranſlated it, as he himſelf teſti- 
fies, into the Greek and Latin Tongues. Upon this 
account Julian the Pelagian (u) accuſes Jerome for uſing 


a [Teſtimony out of the fifth Goſpel, which he him- 
ſelf had tranſlated into Latin. Then (x) Origen was an 


Ebionite, tho he rejected the Ebionites of both Sorts as 
Hereticks, and Aliens from the Church of Chriſt. 


For Jerome ſays, that Origen very often uſed the Go- 


ſpel according to the Hebrews. Beſides, Papias, as Ire- 
neus (y) ſays, a Diſciple of St. John's, and a Companion 


of Polycarp*s, hath given us a pretty long Account of 


the Diſcourſe betwixt our Saviour, and the Woman 


taken in Adultery, which was only to be found in 


the Goſpel according to the Hebrews, as Euſebius (⁊) 
tells us. Now all the antient Catholick Authors that 
have mention'd Papias, however of mean Abilities, 
and. erroneous in ſome Points, teſtify that he was a 
Catholick, and conſtantly maintain'd the Rule of 
Faith. Laſtly, to mention no more, the bleſſed na- 
tius, an excellent Defender of the great Myſtery of 
Godlineſs concerning God incarnate, againſt the He- 
reticks of his days, has ſome things in his Epiſtle to 
the Smyrnæans, which (a) Euſebius confeſſes he cannot 
trace. In the Epiſile to the Smyrnæans, ſays he, ſpeak- 
ing of our Saviour Chriſt, he recites ſome words, which I 
can't tell where to find: But I know and believe, ſays he, 


that our Lord appear*d in the Fleſh after his Reſurrection, 
and when he was come to Peter and his other Companioas, 


(u) Catalogus Script. Eccleſ. in Jacobo, Fratre Domini. 
(x) Contra Celſ. Lib. 5. p. 272 (y) Lib. 5. Cap. 33. 
p. 498. () Lib. 3. Cap. 39. p. 91. n 
(4) Lib. 3. Cap. 36. p. 86, & 87. 
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Jaid to them, Lay hold of me, handle me, and ſee that 
I am not an incorporeal Spirit. And immediately they 
handling him, believed. Now this is taken from the 
Goſpel to the Hebrews, as (b) Jerome has acquainted us, 
tho (c) Euſebius knew nothing of it. | 

4. His third Argument is thus contracted by him- 
ſelf : Hegeſippus giving a Catalogue of the Hereticks, 
who were either of the Jews or Gentiles, makes no men- 


tion of the Cerinthians or Ebionites in it, which, without 


doubt, he would have done, if he had believed the Pre- 
exiſtence and Divinity of our Saviour. It is intolerable 
to ſee a Man trifle in Matters ſerious, and of great 
importance. For, 1. Does he really believe that He- 
gefippus in the Place cited (d), intended to give a full 
and compleat Catalogue of all the Hereticks, who 
diſturbed the Church in his time, or who were by 


him thought to be Hereticks? It fo, he knew no- 


thing of Irenaus's Herefiology, who was Contempo- 
rary with Hegeſippus. 2. Does he ſeriouſly believe that 
Hegeſippus did not think the Cerinthians were Here» 
ticks? Then he who has preſumed to give us the 
Judgment of the Fathers, is as ignorant as can be of 
Cerinthus*s Tenets, and a perfect Stranger in the Wri- 
tings of the Antients. Cerinthus taught, beſides his 
Error in common with Ebion concerning Chriſt's mere 
Humanity, other abſurd and impious Tenets. For he 
affirm'd, as we ſaid before, that this viſible World 


was not made by the ſupreme God, but by inferior 
Powers, or Angels that did not know that God; That 


the Angel, who gave the Law by Moſes to the Iſraelites, 
was an evil Angel, Cc. Yea, (e) Epiphanius ſays, that 
he defended almoſt all the ſhocking Errors of Carpo- 
crates, and in this only. differ'd from that Monſter, 
that he obſerv'd the Moſaical Rites, not cordially, but 
for convenience ſake, to curry favour with the Jews, 
and eſcape their Perſecutions (F). What ſay you now? 


(b) Hieronym. in Ignatio, (c) Euſeb. ibidem. 
(4) Lib. 4. Cap. 22. p. 115, 116. (e) Hæreſ. 28. 
H Defence of the Nicere Creed, Seft. 3. Ch. 1. S. 7, 925 
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Did not Hegeſippus account ſuch a Prodigy of a Man 
2 Heretick? Laſtly, by this very Argument it may 
as well be proved, that Juſtin Martyr was an Ebionite, 
or an Unitarian, that is, deny'd the Pre-exiſtence and 
Divinity of our Saviour. For Juſtin, in his Diſputa- 
tion with Trypho, reckons up as many Jewiſh Hereſies 
as Hegeſippus, namely ſeven, tho he calls them by dif- 
ferent Names (g). Theſe are his words: Neither can 
any one, that rightly conſiders the Matter, call the Saddu- 
ces Jews, or ſuch Hereticks, as the Geniſts, the Me- 
riſts, Galileans, Hellenians, the Phariſees and Baptiſts. 
Here the Cerinthians and Ebionites are omitted. He 
particularly reckons up ſome Hereticks which roſe a- 
mong the Chriſtians, in another () Place of the ſame 
Dialogue; namely, Marcionites, Valentinians, Baſilidians, 
and Saturnilians. Here again no mention is made of 
the Cerinthians and Ebionites. Hence ſome Perſon may 
argue thus: Juſtin giving an account of the Here- 
ticks, Jewiſh and Chriſtian, does not reckon the Ce- 
rinthians and Ebionites among them, which, without 
doubr, he would have done, if he had believed the 
Pre-exiſtence and Divinity of our Saviour. Yet who 
is there that does not know that Juſtin not only be- 
lieved it himſelf, but alſo vehemently and ſtrenuouſly 
defended it againſt both the Jews and Judaizing Chri- 
ſtians. You'll ſay that Juſtin names ſome Chriſtian 
Hereticks, and adds [ with others of other Names.] I 
own it. And does not Hegefippus the ſame? Les in- 
deed. For after he has named ſome Chriſtian Here- 
ticks, he adds immediately: And from theſe | have 
ſprung] falſe Chriſts, falſe Prophets, falſe Apoſtles, who 
have broke the Unity of the Church by pernicious Words a- 
 gainſt God and Chriſt, In which words are certainly 
comprehended all the Hereticks, who roſe after the 
aforenamed, and from them. | 

5. This is the laſt of our Sophiſter's Arguments: 
Valeſius, ſays he, confeſſes that Hegeſippus's Ecclefiaſtical 


(2) Juſtin, p. 307. (% P. 253. 
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5. Primitive aud 


Hiſtory was neglected by the Antients, and therefore periſb d, 


becauſe it was found too greatly to favour the Unitarians. 
It is abſolutely falſe that ever Valeſius confeſs'd this: 
He only ſays this in general (i), That the Writings of 
Hegefippus and other Antients were neglected, and fo 
periſh'd upon account of the Errors with which they 
abounded. Theſe are his words, Being neglected upon 
account of the Errors with which they (Clement's Hypo- 
typoſes) abounded, at length they were loſt, The ſame 
reaſon, I judge, may be given for the boſs of Papias, He- 
geſippus, and other Antients, As for Hegeſippus, I know 
not what Errors of his Valeſius intends or ſuſpects. For 
the antient Catholick Authors that had read his Works, 


(Men we muſt believe rather than Valefius) commend- 


ed them (as we ſhall ſee hereafter) for orthodox, 
uſeful,-and worth reading. Thus much (by way of 
Examination) for the Sophiſter's petty Reaſonings. We 
ſhall now do them the further honour, light and trifling 
as they are, to oppoſe to them the Teſtimonies of the 
Antients for Hegeſippus, who reckon'd him among the 
Catholicks, even among the greateſt Ornaments of the 
primitive Catholick Church. | 


6. Firſt then, Euſebius, who was oblig'd to his 
Collections, and tranſcribed very many things out of 


the Commentaries of Hegeſippus into his Hiſtory, 
makes honourable. mention of him every where, and 
often, in an extraordinary and eſpecial manner, com- 


mends his Orthodoxy. Now if Hegeſippus had been an 


Ebionite, Euſebius would never have done ſo; for he 
held even thoſe Eb:onites, who acknowledg'd the Con- 
ception of Chriſt of the Virgin by the Holy Spirir, 
but deny'd that he pre-exiſted as God the Word and 
Wiſdom before Ages, for impious Hereticks, as I 
have ſhewn elſewhere (æ). Nay, he extols him as a brave 
Champion of the Catholick Faith againſt the Hereticks 
of his time, A glorious Champion indeed, and a 


(i) Annot. in Euſeb. p. 85. | 
(k) Fudgment of the Catholick Church, Chap. 2, Sedt. 11, 


He- 
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Ez Heretick himſelf ! Hear Euſebius (1) : In thoſe times 
again the Truth had many Defenders, who contended for her 
C not only in Words, but in written Controverſy againſt the 
impious Herefies. Among theſe, Hegeſippus was famous, 
an Author we have made great uſe of in our former Books, 
having been oblig'd to his credit and report for what was 
done in the Apoſtolical Times. He has given us Memoirs of 
the Apoſtolical Preaching in five Books, written with good 
Credit, and great Simplicity. There is another place 
5 parallel to this (n) : In the ſame times, Hegeſippus, 
74 whom we have mention d in the former Books, flouriſb d in 
15 the Church; and Dionyſius Biſhop of Corinth, and Pi- 
nytus of Crete, beſides Philip and Apollinaris, and 
Melito, and laſtly Irenæus, all whoſe Orthodox Writings 
are come to our hands, and give us apoſtolical Tradition, 
and ſound Faith. But in the beginning of the follow- 
ing Chapter (), he again adds: Hegeſippus indeed, 
in the five Books of Commentaries, which are come down to 
us, hath left us the moſt ample Teſtimony of his Faith, 
7. What has our Adverſary now to oppoſe to theſe 
plain Teſtimonies of Euſebius? After he has produc'd 
the Arguments, by which he would prove Hegefippus 
an Unitarian, he immediately adds: F it be objected, 
Did Euſebius know nothing of this, for he every where 
makes honourable mention of Hegeſippus ? 1 anſwer, he 
knew it very well, but he durſt not tell it ; it was not for 
Euſebius zo reprove an Apoſtolical Father ; -it was only for 
him to diſſemble what the Unitarians, and eſpecially his own 
Adverſary Marcellus, would not have neglected io uſe in 
Defence of their Cauſe. Who in his Senſes is not amaz d 
at this Anſwer > Sure, if Hegeſippus had been an 
Ebionite, and Euſebius knew it, he not only did amiſs 
in diſſembling it, bur alſo told a direct lye ; for he not 
only does not ſay that he was an Ebionite, but he ex- 
preſly ſays the contrary, namely, that he was entirely 
Catholick, and had given us the Apoſtical Doctrine 


(1) Lib. 4. Ca * 7 and 8, ' 8. m) Ca 21. by 1 
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and 'Tradition clear and ſincere in his Writings. Nay, 
he has told a moſt impudent Falſhood ; for the Com- 


mentaries of Hegeſippus were not read by Euſebius 


only, but were common, at leaſt among the Learned ; 


as being greatly celebrated both for the venerable Anti- 


quity of their Author, and the very uſeful Matter of 


which they treated, namely, what happen'd in the 


days of the Apoſtles, and the firſt Succeſſion after 
them ; and upon theſe accounts, very agreeable to all 
Lovers of Antiquity. Euſebius could not ſafely lye in 
this Matter, becaule he might eaſily be convicted of 


the moſt manifeſt Falſhood ; and the Fraud being diſ- 


cover'd, would have expos'd himſelf to the hatred 
of all Lovers of Truth. Again, it is very ridiculous to 
ſay, Euſebius durſt not reprove Hegeſippus, becauſe he 
was an apoſtolical Father; for, if Hegefippus had in- 
deed been an Ebionite, he cou'd not have paſs'd for an 
apoſtolical Father with the Catholick Church, to 
which it was Euſebius's Intereſt to recommend him- 
ſelf. Laſtly, Euſebius woa'd have offended both the Ca- 
tholicks and Hereticks by this Lye of his ; the Catho- 
licks by commending an Heretick ſo greatly, and the 
Hereticks, by depriving them of ſo great an Advo- 
cate, and pretending he was of the other Side. I am 
aſham'd to dwell ſo long upon ſuch manifeſt 'Trifles. 
To proceed therefore: | Oi” 

8. Not only Euſebius, but other antient Catholick 


Writers, have given teſtimony that Hegeſippus was Or- 


thodox. Thus Jerome not only praiſes him for the 
great Sanctity of his Life, but alſo recommends his 
Writings (which he had read) as containing very uſe- 
ful Things. For in his Catalogue of Eccleſiaſtical Wri- 


ters he thus ſpeaks of Hegefippus : He liv'd near the 


© Apoſtles days, and has pur together all that was done 


jn the Church from our Lord's Paſſion, till his own. 


Times, and hath collected from ſeveral Places many 


* uſeful Things. His Work is made up of five Books 
* Catalogus Script. Eecleſ. in Hegeſippo, 
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Apoſtolical Tz AviT1ON, Ge. ... 
© in a plain Style, as tho' he had ſtudy'd to expreſs 
© their Lives, whom he imitated in the manner of his 


© writing.” Now if Jerome had found any Tares of 
| Hereſy in the Works of Hegeſippus, mix d with the 


good Grain of pure Doctrine, without doubt he 
wou'd have caution'd his Reader againſt them ; if he 
had diſcover'd that he was an Ebionite, he would never 
have ſuffer d him to paſs without Note or Cenſure, 


much leſs would he have honour'd him with ſuch. 


Commendarions ; for no Man was more bitter againſt 
the Hereſy which deny'd our Saviour to be God, than 
Jerome. Gobarus alſo (o) ſays of Hegefippus, That he 
was an antient Apoſtolical Man; Antient with reſpe& to 
the Age in which he liv'd; and Apoſtolical, for the 
Holineſs and Purity of his Life and Doctrine. D 
9. Let us now hear Hegeſippus ſpeak for him- 
ſelf. He ſays in that very Chapter (p), from which 
the Sophiſter would prove him an Ebionite, that he, 
in his journey to Rome, waited upon many Biſhops, and 
from all of them heard one and the ſame Doctrine. Then 
he adds, And the Church of Corinth perſever d in the right 
Faith till the times of Primus their Biſhop, with whom I 
convers d familiarly in my Voyage to Rome, and ſtay'd with 


the Corinthians many days, both of us being greatly comfort= 


ed by the right Faith of each other. But when I was come 
to Rome, I abode there with Anicetus, to whom Eleuthe- 


| rus was then Deacon. Then he ſubjoins; Now the 


ſame things, which were preach*d by the Law, the Prophets, 
and the Lord himſelf, ftill remain in the ſeveral Succeſſjons 
of Biſhops, and in the ſeveral Cities. Hegefippus then ap- 
prov'd the Doctrine of the Catholick Church of his 
time, as true and entirely agreeable to the Scripture of 
the Old and New Teſtament, and to Primitive and Apo- 
ſtolical Tradition. Now what the Doctrine of the 
Catholick Church was in the days of Hegeſippus, you 
may very well inform yourſelf from his Contemporary 
Trenæus (q). I'll only cite two Places of the many 


(o) Photius, Cod. 232. p. 892. (p) Euſeb. Lib, 4. cap. 22, 


Which 


(7) Lib, 1. cap. 19. p. 114. 
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1 which occur in him. He thus deſcribes the Rule of 
lx Truth every where receiv'd in the Catholick Church 
1 in his time: As we underſtand (or hold) the Rule of Truth, 
1 this is it, That there is one God Almighty, who created all 
\ BY things by his Word, who diſpos d, and bronght them all into 
us exiſtence out of nothing, as the Scripture ſaith : By the 
WR word of the Lord were the heavens made, and all the hoſts 
9 of them by the breath of his mouth. And again, All things 
18 were made by him, and without him was nothing made (but 
11 out of all, nothing is excepted; the Father made all things, 
1 whether viſible or inviſible, ſenfible or intellectual, temporal 
ny | for ſome certain end or purpoſe, or eternal) and he made all 
|: Wh theſe things, not by Angels, nor by any Powers of another 
„ Will and Purpoſe from him; for God wants nothing: but Ly 
„ his Word and Spirit he makes all things, be diſpoſes, he go- 
1 verns, he gives them exiſtence. Cou'd any Ebionite ap- 
[ll it prove this Confeſſion of Faith? The other place you 
| | ti have in the third Book, Chap. 3. in the very beginning 
1 (r), collated with Chap. 4. of the ſame Book. In the 
1 former place he thus writes concerning the Tradition 
1 of the Catholick Church : All Perſons who will ſee the 
i Mi truth then, may find in every Church the Tradition of the 
| j v1} Apoſtles manifeſted throughout the World ; and we can 
8H reckon up thoſe who were made Biſhops by the Apoſtles, and 
Wit their Succeſſors, down to our own times, who neither taught, nor L 
WY knew any ſuch thing as theſe Men dream of. Here he ſpeaks |” 
5 1 of univerſal Tradition maniteſted in the whole World. 


1 and in every Church (that is, as Hegefippus ſays, in the 
| ſeveral Succeſſions of Biſhops, and in the ſeveral Cities) 
and ſo manifeſted, that every one who was a lover of 
Truth, and would not ſhut his Eyes againſt it, might 
| is ſee it. Now what this univerſal, this manifeſt Tradi- 
tion was, in the Chapter immediately following, he 


j thus clearly explains : But what if the Apoſtles had not 
17 left us the Scriptures, muſt we not have follbu'd the Order 


i. ef Tradition, which they delivered to thoſe to whom they 
17 committed the Care of the Churches ? The Order to which 


(1) P. 232. p.242. . 
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many Nations of the Barbarians, or rude ignorant 
People, who believe in Chriſt, give their aſſent ; who 
have the Rule of Salvation written in their Hearts by 
the Spirit, without Ink and Paper, aud carefully pre- 
ſerve the old Tradition, believing in one God the 
Maker of Heaven, aud Earth, aud all things therein by 
his Son Jeſus Chriſt ; who out of his very great Love to 
his own Creation, condeſcended to be born of a Virgin, by him- 
ſelf uniting Mau to God. | St 

10. From theſe things it is very clear that Hegefip- 
pu was entirely Catholick, and believ'd as the Ca- 
"> tholick Church of his days did, in the Son of God, 
=> who exiſted before all Ages, by whom all things 
> were made, and who at the appointed time was him- 
ſelf made Man for us. Very vain therefore are all 
> thoſe Concluſions, which our Unitarians have drawn 
= from the contrary Hypotheſis ; namely, that Hegeſippus 
5 was an Ebionite. Hear now the Author of the Judg- 
ment of the Fathers, &c. thus arguing from that 
| Hypotheſis (: F Hegeſippus (the Unitarian He- 


geſippus) was the Author Euſebius follows in his account 
L of the fifteen Biſhops of Jeruſalem, that they profeſs d the 
true Knowheage of Chriſt (of which no Man who is ac- 
uainted with his Wiritings can doubt) then we have gain'd 
* a point of the greateſt advantage; namely, that not only the 
'* Jewiſh Chriſtians, but alſo the Church of Rome, and all the 
= more famous Churches, which Hegeſippus has viſited in 
order to kuow their Doctrine and Diſcipline, thought as the 
=> Unitarians did; that is, as Hegeſippus did; that is, 
that our Lord Chriſt was only Man. For he ſays (t), that be 
vent to Rome, and lived there under the Popes Anicetus, 
Soter, and Eleutherus; and that the Doctrines taught 
by the Law, the Prophets, and our Saviour himſelf, were 
preſerved there, and in all other Biſhopricks. In a word, 
he confeſſes, that he found the Churches Uniform and Ortho- 
doc. Now this, if Hegeſippus was a Unitarian (as T 
think I have proved) can mean nothing elſe, than that the 


(5) P. 42, and 43, © Euſeb, ſupra eit. 
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320 The Primitive and | 
Churches believed, as the Jewiſh Chriſtians did, that our 


N Ab, 8, 
F 0 
— X — — 


Lord Chriſt was a Man, a Prophet, an Embaſſador of 


God, upon whom the Logos or Word of God reſted. This is 
entirely agreeable to what the antient Unitarians, (the 


Artemonites) affirmed in Euſebius; namely, that they 
had preſerved the Doctrine delivered by the Apoſtles till 


Victor and Zepherinus oppoſed it, who ſucceeded Eleu- 
therus, as he did Soter, and Soter Anicetus, the antient 
Popes, with whom Hegeſippus convers'd. Theſe Con- 
cluſions, which the Sophiſter infers from his own 
Hypotheſis concerning the Faith and Opinion of He- 
geſippus, are fo abſurd, and ſo manifeſtly repugnant 
to the moſt Authentick Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory, that 
any Man who has a grain of Candour and Judgment, 
muſt think the Hypotheſis to be, what it really is, 
abominably falſe. 3 4 De 

11. This notwithſtanding, the Author of a Book 


entitled, The true and antient Faith concerning the Divi- 
nity of our Lord afſerted againſt Dr. Bull's Judgment of 


the Church, & c. has run the ſame lengths with this 
Writer. For he writes thus (2), But I muſt intreat my 
Reader to obſerve, that all the Books of the Diſciples of the 


| Apoſtles, who did not run into Platoniſm, are loſt. Now 


among others, either by chance loſt, or on purpoſe deſtroy'd, 
we lament the Books wrote by the Chriſtians of the Circum- 
cifion : of them, one Hegeſippus a very famous Writer kad 
compiled the Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory of the moſt early Times; 
but the Errors which the Platonizing Chriſtians have 
charged upon him, have occaſioned the 3 of his valuable 
Hiſtory. Valeſius is of my opinion, and makes this Obſer- 
vation upon Euſebius (x): Which Books (the Hypoty- 
poſes of Clement Alex.) were neglected and loſt becauſe 
of the Errors with which they abounded. I judge 


that the ſame thing was alſo the occaſion of our loſing 
the Books of Papias, Hegeſippus, and other An- 


tients. In this number he reckons Hegeſippus's Hiſtory : 
What were the Errors of it, is not difficult to conjecture; 


(% P. 178, 179, 180. (x) Lib. 5. cap. 11. 
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for as much as all the Chriſtians, ſuch as they are, that 
formerly were, or nom are Platoniſts, call every thing an 


Error, which doth not ſute with their Hypotheſis concerning 


God the Mord, begotten. not made. Hegeſippus was a 


| Jew by Nation, and one of thoſe whom the Pagan Proſe- 
' tees ftrenuouſly endeavour'd to oppreſs, for the ſupport of the 


Error concerning the Pre-exiſtence. Nor is it to be doubted 
whether the Errors, of which he was accuſed, were the ſame 
as the Chriſtiau Nazarenes held; whether by the Virgin 
Church, of which he ſpeaks in Euſebius, he underſtood that 
of the Circumciſion, which ſtood off the fartheſt from Plato= 
niſm; and whether by the Seduction of Error, which 
aroſe under the Emperors Trajan, or Adrian, he intended 
the Philoſophy of Plato then introduced into the Church ; a 
Philoſophy of a direct tendency to debaſe Chriſtianity, foully 


to change, and thereby almoſt deſtroy it: This the Apoſtles 


themſelves foretold, and it is ſo true and manifeſt in itſelf, 
that I find Valeſius himſelf noting upon the place of 
Euſebius aforecited ()), that the Father had underſtood 
the Words of Hegeſippus in too large a ſenſe ; and accom- 


modated that to the whole Catholick Church, which he only 


ſaid concerning the Virginity of the Church of Jeruſalem. 
This is a matter f great Importance, and worthy O- 
ſervation. By it Hegeſippus ſets out the fatal time, when 
the Chriſtian Biſhops, formerly Heathen Philoſophers, ſuo- 
ceeded the Nazarene Biſhops ; and conſequently when Pla» 
toniſm juſtled out the pure and ſimple Truth, which the 
Succeſſors of St. James had preach'd. Now this happened 
inthe Reign of Adrian, when all the Jews and uncire 
cumciſed Chriſtians were expelled Jeruſalem. Sulpitius 
Severus had reaſon for what he ſaid, that the Chriſtian 
Faith, 1. e. the Platonical Faith, (according to his Notion) 
had confiderable Advantage from that Diſperſion ; for then 
the fatal Evil ſpread itſelf greatly, when the Primitive 
Faith which the Nazarenes had preſerved in its Purity, 


could no longer bear up againſt Platoniſm. And a, little 


aſter this, is the very thing of which - the Artemonites 


(y) Arnot, in Euſeb. p. 49. 3 
Vol. II. | | ; X | come 
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322 The Primitive and 
complain in Euſcbius : That all the Antients, and even 
the Apoſtles themſelves, receiv'd and taught what they now 
do; and that the Truth of the Goſpel was preſery'd till the - 
times of Vitor, who was the 13th Biſhop of Rome from 
Peter; but that from the times of Zephirinus, who 
ſucceeded Victor, the Truth had been adulterated. But 
this Author has one thing peculiar to himſelf, name- 
ly, the unskilful or the impudent Uſe he makes of 
Sulpitius Severus's Authority for the ſapport of his 


Dreams. Sulpitius Severus, ſays he, affirms, that the 


Chriſtian Faith, that is, according to his Notion, the Pla- 
tonical, had conſiderable advantage from that Diſperſion 
(of the Chriſtians of the Circumcifion under Adrian) for 
then the fatal Evil ſpread itſelf, when the Primitive Faith, 
which the Nazarenes had preſerv'd in its Purity, could no 
longer bear up againſt Platoniſm. Now Sulpitius expreſly 
faith in this place, that the Chriftians of Jeruſalem, 
who were of the Circumciſion, before the Diſperſion 
under Adrian, believ'd Chriſt ro be God. Nor does 
he ſpeak leſs clearly, that the Advantage which the 
Chriſtian Faith had from that Diſperſion, conſiſted in 
this, That it was the Occaſion of ſetting the Liberty of the 


Faith and the Church free from the Servitude of the Law. 


He did not ſo much as dream that it had been an inlet 
to Platoniſm. | Yd > 
12. But no Man can wonder at theſe Follies in this 
Author, who has obſerv'd what Paradoxes he has ven- 
tur'd to publiſh and defend openly in the Chriſtian 
World. Thus, (z) When therefore the primitive Chriſtians 
Spoke of Chriſt, as far ſuperior to mere Man, or as the 
pre-exiſtent Word, which was with God from the beginning, 


” they plainly meant that Holy Spirit, that Divine Power, 
which created the World, and form'd the Body of Jeſus 
*Chriſt, which inhabited it when form d, and had it as the 


Temple, from which he would give out his Oracles publickly. 
This was the true and genuine Opinion concerning the Arti- 
cle in Controverſy, which indeed afterwards began to be 
(2) Pag. 152, 153. | 
= chang d 
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 thang'd ſomewhat, becauſe the Diſciples F theſe Men, pre- 


judiced to a Platonical Trinity, diſtinguiſh'd between the 


Mord and the Spirit, and by an idle Platonical Subtilty, 


made the ſynonimous Words into two different things. He 
eagerly contends that this was the genuine Opinion of 
Ignatius, Irenæaus, and other very antient Fathers; and 


every where in his Book affirms, that according to the 
Scriptures and the Primitive Fathers, the greateſt Ex- 


cellency of our Saviour, and that for which he is ce- 
lebrated as God, is not, that he exiſted before all 
Ages, or that all things were made by him; but this 
only, that he was wonderfully conceiv'd of a Virgin 
by the Holy Spirit, whereas he had no Exiſtence before. 
Now he that after reading the Fathers can affirm 
theſe things, muſt either have no Conſcience, or no 
Reaſon and Judgment at all. For, (I.) It is very cer- 
tain that the Primitve Fathers, by the Word, which 
was before the Creation, and by which the World was 
made, did not underſtand a certain Power, which had 
no proper Perſon, but a living and ſubſiſting Word, 
which we commonly call a Perſon. (2.) It is equally 
certain, that thoſe Primitive Fathers took the Word to 


be a Perſon diſtinct from God the Father, and the 


Holy Spirit. (3.) Laſtly, it is evident that they did 
not determine the greateſt Dignity and Excellence of 
our Saviour's Perſon to conſiſt in his wonderful Con- 


ception of the Virgin by the Holy Spirit; but on the 
_ contrary, that his Nativity of the Virgin did entirely 


belong to his ſtupendous Condeſcenſion, and to that 
Diſpenſation, which he, of his infinite Mercy and 
Goodneſs to Mankind, was pleas'd to take upon him. 
All who love the Truth, and are moderately vers'd in 
the Primitive Antiquity, know this to be the true and 
the antient Faith of the Church (a). | 

13. But to return from theſe 'Triflers to the Holy 


Fathers, Hegeſippus and Irenaus, two very ſufficient 


Evidences of the Primitive Apoſtolical Tradition. As 


| () See the Fudgment of the Catholick Church, ©. 3. n. 5, & 9. 
X 2 ; for 


ee 
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for Hegefippus, he was near the Apoſtolical Age, and 
wrote the Hiſtory of the Church from the Paſſion of 
our Lord, down to his own times. In order to com- 
pleat this Hiſtory, no doubt but that he conſulted ve- 
ry many Records of the Apoſtolical Age, and the next |}: 
Succeſſion to it; Beſides, as Jerome ſays, he was an 1 
Admirer of the Primitive Piety, a Man of holy Sim: 
licity, and very great Sanctity, and therefore an 
Hiftorian very well worthy to be believ'd. This ſame 
Hegeſippus witneſſeth, That the Doctrine at firſt deli- 
vered by Chriſt and the Apoſtles in all Churches, in 
his time (in which it is plain, the 'Tenet of Chriſt's 
divine and human Nature was every were receiv'd in 
the Catholick Church) remain'd pure and intire. 
Irenæus teſtifies the fame, who was Contemporary with 
Hegefippus, and, as Tertullian thought, a very curious 
Examiner of all Do&rines, and who had, beſides this, 
a very ſingular advantage from the divine Providence, 
of converfing with the (5) Bleſted Polycarp, a Diſciple 
of St. John, was thoroughly inſtructed in his Doctrine, 
and perfectly remembred it, as he himſelf ſays in his 
Epiſtle to Florinus (c). He appeals to him as an Evi- 
dence of the antient Tradition abovemention'd, 
namely, of the Faith in one God, the Maker of Heaven 
and Earth, and of all things therein, by the Son of God 
Jeſus Chriſt ; who of his very great aſfection towards his 
own Creature, condeſcended to be born of the Virgin, uniting 
in himſelf Man to God. Nay, he appeals to the 4fian 
Churches and Biſhops, the Sueceſſors of Polycarp, as 
Witneſſes of the ſame Tradition. For he writes thus: 
Polycarp alſo, who was not only inſtructed by the Apoſtles, 
and convers*d with many of them, but was alſo made Bi- 
Hop of the Church of Smyrna, by the Apoſtles, in Afia, * 
whom we have ſeen in our youth, '( for he liv'd a greurt 
while, and being very old, departed this Life a Glorious FF 
Martyr) always taught us thoſe things which he had learnt 
of the Apoſtles, which he alſo deliver'd to the Church, and 


00 Euſeb. E. H. p. 132. | () Lib. 3» Cap. 3+ P · 233. 
: which 
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which; are only true. All the Churches in Aſis, aud they 
who ſucceeded Polycarp down to this day, giwe teſtimony to 
theſe things. Surely then thaſe who are not aſhamed to 
oppoſe this ſtupid Falſhaod of the Artemonites, Here- 
ticks of a later date, to ſuch creditable Evidence, are 
very impudent indeed, Let us now proceed to exa- 
mine the reſt of Zuicker's Whimg. | 


D : LF: ot 2 I? r FI) - 8 a : | 
40% C H A P. IV. 

Of the, Orphic Verſes, and, i way of Di- 
- greſſion, of the Sybilline Oracles, alledg'd 
Ey Juſtin and other Antients againſt the 
 Hleathens. 5783 „ 155 
1. 1 ET us now in the ſecond place examine 


IL Zuicker's wild Conjecture upon the Orphic 
Verſes. He writes thus (d): Tbeſe Dream, Fiftions, 


and Prodigies of Simon Magus, with the additional Ex- 


pofitiow of Cerinthus, concerning uhich I ſhall diſcourſe a 
little after, ſeem altogether to have been the firſt Draught 
and the Elements of Orpheus's Verſes (a Heathen, and, 
as Pauſanias ſays, a Magician alſo) cited by Juſtin Mar- 


= tyr in his Exhortation to the Greeks, (which run thus: 


I adjure''thee by the Word of the Father, which he 
firſt brought forth out of his Mouth, when by his advice 
he made the Univerſe.) Theſe Verſes, '' ſome Impoſtor, a 
Diſciple of Simon Magus, ſeems to have propagated among 
the Chriſtians under the Name of Orpheus, a Name ſo fa- 


nous (as Suidas reports) in the moſt antient times, that 
ver) many Writings of other Authors, were ſaid to be his 


Jene Works, to gain them the greater Credit. Theſe 
Juſtin made ſacred to himſelf and others, aud pretended they 
were deriv'd from the Doctrine of Moſes by Orpheus. 


(d) Iren, p. 15, 16. | FL | 
a 3 5 5 After⸗ 
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Afterwards he adds : That Juſtin depending upon theſe 
Verſes, and others, propos'd their Opinion concerning the 
Generation of Chriſt, or the Mind, Word, or Reaſon of the 


Father, from the Father, that the World might be made by 


him, that he might come down to Men, and at length be made 
one of them, The Heretick depends upon theſe two 
Supports : (1.) 'That thoſe Verſes under the Name of 
Orpheus, were forg'd by the Simonians. (2.) That 


"Juſtin relying upon thoſe Verſes, had propos d his O- 


pinion concerning the Generation of the Word before 
the World was made. | 


2. As for the former, tis gratis dictum, nor can he 


8 the leaſt appearance of an Argument for it. 


ay, there are plain Reaſons to the contrary. For 


firſt, Juſtin cites thoſe Verſes, as well known before, 


and formerly cited among the Heathen under the Name 
of Orpheus; it is therefore ſcarce probable that they 
ſhould be forg'd by Hereticks of late date, obſcure, 
and but little known to the Heathens. Thus Juſtin 
(e) introduces his Citation of theſe Verſes : For I don't 
ſuppoſe any of you, who read diligently the Hiſtories of 
Diodorus and others, who have /committed theſe things to 


vriting, are ignorant that Orpheus, and Homer, and 
Solon the Athenian Lawgiver, and Plato, and Pythago- 


ras, aud ſome others who went to Egypt, and were aſſiſted 
by the Books of Moſes, afterward taught quite contrary to 
their former falſe Sentiments of. the Gods. 

3. In theſe Words, if I'm not miſtaken, 
hints to us the Original of the Orphick Verſes, namely, 
that ſome very antient Perſon, who underſtood the 
Learning of Moſes, and the Jeuiſb Religion had for- 
merly wrote thoſe Verſes under the Name of Orpheus, 
(for I can't believe as Juſtin does, that Orpheus him- 


+ ſelf was the Author of them) and that they were 


famous among the Gentiles as the Verſes of the cele- 
brated Poet Orphens, ſome Ages before Juſtin was born. 
I judge, I ſay, that it is very probable the Orpbic 

(e) Pag. 15 5 5 | _ 


Perſes 


bets 


Juſtin 
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Verſes came from the Jewiſh Learning. That Man 
muſt be greatly wanting both in Prudence and Mo- 
deſty, who will deny that the Heathen Writers bor- 
row'd many things from the Books of Moſes and the 
Hebrews. The undoubted Writings of the Heathens, 
which ſpeak of the one God, the Creation of the 
World, &c. things ſcarcely,” if at all to be had from 
any other Quarter, ſufficiently teſtify this. Now the 
Jewiſh Religion then began to be the beſt known to 
the Pagans, when that People was firſt expell'd their 
own Country, and diſpers'd every where among the 
Heathen : afterwards the very Scriptures (God's ſin- 


gular Providence thus making way for the calling of 
» - | the Gentiles) were tranſlated in Alexandria by the 
= Seventy, at the command of Ptolemy, into a Tongue 
> common to almoſt all the Heathen, I mean Greek. 
e From that time, who can wonder that there are ſome 
7 - things in the Heathen Writings, which agree with the 
5 4 Jewiſh Learning ? | 53 . | 
bh (1 4. But you'll ſay, how cou'd they be accommoda- 
t |* red to the Orphic Verſes, when in them there is men- 
of tion of the Logos, or Word, by which all things were 
tw | made, but which was not known to the Jews them- 
id | felves? I anſwer, it is clear from the Chaldee Para- 
o- |* phraſe, which calls that, by which God makes and 
ed |: preſcribes all things, the Word; that the Mord of God 
to was very well known to the Jews. Many learned 
Nen have enlarg'd upon this Matter. Among others, 
in conſult Hugo Grotius upon St. John's firſt and ſecond 


ly, * Chapters of his Goſpel. There, alſo he conjectures, 
he that the Writer of the Orphic Verſes borrow'd his No- 
tion of the Word from the Hebrews ; that Heraclitus 
follow'd him (Amelius has obſerv'd, that he uſed the 
Word in that Senſe) and that Plato and the Platonics 
follow'd Heraclitus. But the late very learned Dr. Allix 
has exhauſted this Subject, in his Book intitled, The 
Judgment of the antient Jewiſh Church againſt the Unitari- 
ans. | 
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F. I will give my Opinion by the bye, that the 
Sibylline Oracles alſo produc'd againſt the Heathens by 
Juſtin, and after him by others, might, proceed from 
the ſame Original. For I can't be brought to believe 
that thoſe Prophecies were either forg'd by the Fa- 
thers of the Primitive Church, and in the way of 
Pious Frauds obtruded by them, as. ſome learned 
Men confidently aſſert, raſhly and impudently ass 
ſhop Montague ſays) throwing the greateſt Reſſection 
upon thoſe Holy Prelates. For What Argument do F 
they bring for the Support of ſo ſtrange an Aſſertion? 
Nothing but mere, vain, trifling Surmiſes. On the 
other hand, the Reaſons on our ſide are clear. (1.) Who 
can believe that Juſtin and the other Fathers (pious 
and prudent Men) would preſume to alledge the ſpu- 
rious and ſuppoſititious Verſes of tlie She before the 
Emperors, before the Heathens /to whom they could 
not but be very well known) in defence of their Faith; 
appealing with the greateſt Aſſurance to the Copies, F | 
Which were in the hands of the Heathens. Nay. = 
Juſtin near the end of his Exhortation appeals to thole | 
Sibylline Oracles, as notorious to the Whole World, 
Theſe are hisWords, (J) Be convinc'd by the moſt antient 
Sibyl, whoſe Books are preſerv'd every where, &c. I know | 
indeed that the Heathens ob jected to the Chriſtians 
1 the inſertion of many Things in the Sibyllne & 
1 This Celſus alledg'd, as we learn from Origen (g.) But 
1 notwithſtanding, I alſo know what Origen anſwers in 
the ſame place, That he had not ſhewn what thoſe Ink 
ſertions were; tho? no doubt, he would have done it, 
if he had had more antient and incorrupt Copies. 
And indeed if that Fraud of the Chriſtians cou'd have 
been detected in the Times of Celſus ; Theophilus, Cle- 
«mens Alexandrinus, Origen, &c. had been the moſt fool- 
i iſh, impudent Mortals imaginable, to have alledg'd 
them with aſſurance againſt the Heathens afterwards, - 


CF) Pag 36%. (e) Pes. 369, Lid. 7. 
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Writers, Who liv'd either before our Lord's Birth, or 


when he was upon Earth, taken from thoſe Sbyline 


Books, exactly agreeing with what the Fathers cited 


from them. Juſtin Martyr cites the Sibyls, foretefling 


the Conflagration of the World, in theſe Words (03 


The Sibyl and Hyſtaſpis have ſaid, that there would be a 


_ conſumption of all corruptible things by Fire. The ſame 


Ovid had learn'd from the Prophetic Books (i). 
Remembring in the Fates a time, when Fire, , _ 
Should to the Battlements of Heaven aſpire; 
And all the Plaz ing Worlds above ſhould burn, 9 
And all th* inferior Globe to Cinders turn. 

The firſt Chriſtians produc'd many things out of the 

Sibylline Oracles concerning Chriſt their King, who 

ſhould give Peace and Salvation to the whole World. 

Cicero alſo ſays, (æ) that an Interpreter of the Sibylline 

Books complimented Juliut Cæſar (the real, tho not 

nominal King at that time) with this Sentence, That 

they muſt have a King, if they would be ſau d. By 
which Prophecy, Molinæus (at other times no great 
favourer of the Sibyl/ine Oracles) profeſſes he thought 

Chriſt and his Kingdom was intended, by which Sal- 

vatioh was procur'd for all who would obey him. 

Grotius (1) alſo was of the ſame mind. . * 
7. But thoſe Paſſages are more eſpecially clear, 

which Virgil takes from the Cumæan Verſes of the 


3 


Boy, who was to deſcend from Heaven, to be born of 
2 Virgin, to rule the whole World, to blot out the 
= Sins of Men, to deſtroy the Serpent, and reſtore the 

Golden Age; all which things, the Poet gathering 


from Circumſtances that the time by the Sibyl intend» 
ed was come, and not underſtanding the Senſe of 
them, by baſe Flattery, (or if you pleaſe, poetical 


Licence) apply'd to Saloniuus the Son of Pollio, juſt 


(b) Pag. 66. () Ovid's Metamorphoſis, Lib. 1. 
(D Lib. de Divinatione 2. p. 273. Ed. Gryph. 1570. vol. 2. 
Oper. Philoſopb. (1) Upon Matthew, cap. 2. ver. 1. 
oe | born. 
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born. Of theſe again Molinæus profeſſes, that when 
he has conſider d them very attentively, he has often 


been amaz d, how it ſhould happen that thoſe Verſes 


of that fourth Eclogue, taken, as Virgil owns, from the 
Sihylline Oracles, ſhould ſo exactly correſpond with the 
Nativity and Kingdom of Chriſt. Molinæus adds, 
that the Verſes are more conſiderable, as they were 
wrote by Virgil at Rome, (where the Sibylline Books 
were kept in the Palatine Library) at that time when 
Chriſt was born in Judea. But it will be worth our 
while to tranſcribe theſe Verſes with Molinæus's 
Notes upon them. . The Poet then rifing above the pitch 
of an Eclogue, thus begins: 5 

Sicilian Muſe, begin a loftier Strain! 

Then adds, WE 5 | \ 1 
| The laſt great Age, foretold by ſacred Rhimes, 

Renews its finiſh'd Courſe ; Saturnian times 

Roll round again; and mighty Years, begun 

From their firſt Orb, in radiant Circles run : 

The baſe degenerate Iron Offſpring ends; 

A Golden Progeny from Heaven deſcends ; 

O chaſte Lucina ſpeed 1500 
Theſe things are wonderful, the Virgin, the Boy born, ſent 
down from Heaven, the Golden Ages under him, and theſe 
things copy d from the Sibylline Verſes, and that at the 
time when Chriſt was born, Then he thus addreſſes the Boy: 

Thou Child being Conſul, Virtue ſhalt reſtore, 8 

And Crimes ſhall threat the guilty World no more. 


He foretels that our Sins ſpall be blotted out by him. O how 


— 


remote from the common Poetical way ! But he promiſes alſo 


the Deſtruction of the Serpent under his Reign: 
The Serpent s Brood fhall die; the ſacred Ground 

* Shall Weeds and poiſonous Herbs refuſe to bear, 
Each common Buſh ſhall Syrian Roſes wear, 
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The jarring Nations he in Peace ſball bind, | 
| And ith Pane Virtues rule Mankind. Ks | 
B. [the deceitful poiſonous Herb] he underſtands the falſe 
E Dofrines and worſhip of Idols; by the Aſſyrian Amomus, 
which ſhould grow every where, the Doctrine of the Goſpel 
tio be propagated through the World. In the Sibylline Ver- 
ſes it was the Syrian Amomus, &c. For Judea is in 
Syria, from whence the preaching of the Goſpel firſt came. 
But Virgil, by an eaſy change, put Aſſyrian for Syrian, for 
the ſake of his Metre. 55 5 


8. You'll ask, whence the Heathens had theſe clear 
Oracles concerning Chriſt ? I ſay from the Jews, eſpe- 
cially thoſe of the Diſperſion, who upon every oppor- 
tunity given, and even without it, with) great elation, 
preach'd up the magnificent Things in the Oracles of 
the Prophets, as pertaining to their King the Meſſah, 
who was to come. For from the time that the Jews 
were driven into Baniſhment, the Promiſes and Pre- 
dictions of the Prophets concerning the Meſſiah and a 
future State, were more clearly perceiv*d by all the 
People of God than ever before; the gracious Provi- 
dence-of God ſo ordering it, that the afflicted People, 
who groan'd under à foreign Yoke, ſhould be rais'd 
by the hope of the Promiſes. 'The Writings of the 
Hebrews, who liv'd between the Babyloniſþ Captivity, 
and the coming of the Lord, fully prove this Point. 
He that doubts whether theſe famous Oracles came 
into the hands of the Heathen, may do well ro conſi- 
der that memorable Prophecy related both by Cornelius 
Tacitus, and Suetonius, that there was a notion all the 
World over, that one ſhould ariſe out of Judea who 
ſhould govern the World. Tacitus ſays, (m) Many were 
then perſuaded that it was contain d in the antient Learning 
of the Prieſts, that the Eaſt ſhould be famous, and the 
Jews ſhould rule the World. Suetonius (n) There was 


(n) Tacit. Hi. 5 Lib. p. 532, Ed. Ryckii. 
0 Pag. 1099. Baſil _ _ 
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an old uniform Opinion all over the Eaſt, that it was de- 
termined that the Jews ſhould govern the World. | 
9. If you ask me another Queſtion, how thoſe 
Jeuiſb Oracles crept into the Sibyltine Books kept in the 
Capitol, I've an anſwer ready for you. The Sibylline 
Books were of two kinds, ſome bought by Taręuin, 
and preſerved in the Capitol till the days of Hlla, 
When they were burnt together with the Capitol; 
theſe, (as appears from Livy) were dictated by the 
Devil upon account of the many impious, and idola- 
trous Superſtitions preſcribed in them. But beſides 
theſe, there were others fetch'd from Erythre, and 
alſo laid up in the Capitol at Rome, by three Ambaſ- 
ſadors appointed by the Senate for that purpoſe after 
the Capitol was rebuilt. ' Theſe (o) Lactantius ſays 
conliſted- of a thouſand: Verſes. But Tacitus (p) tells 
us, that ſome Perſons were alſo, ſent by Octavius Au- 
guſts to collect the other Verſes in ſeveral Parts: 
Having colletted tbe Sibylline Verſes from Samos, Ilion, 
Erythre, through Africa alſa, Sicily, and the Italian 
Colonies, the Priefts. were employ d, as much as bumanly 
they could, 10 diſtinguiſh the genuine, And Suetonius (g) 
Whatſorver Prophatical Books, Greek or Latin, were ſpread 
abroad, either Anonpmdus or under Names Improbable, being 
in number above 2000, he gathered together and burnt ; 
he only retained the Rooks of the Sibylline, and of them 
but a"! ſelef part, and laid them ap in two Golden Caſes 
unden the Baſe of Apollo Palatinus. Further, Dionyſius 
Halicarnaſſeus (r) wxites thus of this Collection: The 
Sibyiline Verſes now extaut are what were collected out of 
many | places, ſome ſnom the Italian Cities, Jome from 
Erythre in Alia, aud ſome from other Countries; yea, 
ſome were | tranſcribed from the Papers of private Men. 
Now in this-fearch after the Siby{lize Qracles, it is 
plain many other Qracles, and even theſe Jeuiſb, might 
be taken for the Sibylize (a name given to all fa- 


(o) Lib. 1. Cap. <6. p. 28. (90 P. 162. | (9) P. 223• 
(7) Lib. 4. | s n 
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mous Oracles, ' ſuch as Sibylize properly fo called 
were) and be brought to Rome among the reſt. For 
it was utterly impoſſible for the Roman Prieſts, in ſuch 


an abundance of prophetick Books, to diſcern the 


genuine from the ſpurious. For by what ſure Token 
could they find out which were truly Sbyllize, and 


| which only fo in pretence ? Were they ſo well ac- 


quainted with the Original, burnt in the Capitol, 
that upon fight of a Copy, they could remember the 


difference? No, no, for beſides that thoſe Prophe- 


cies were only ſeldom, and upon extraordinary Caſes 
conſulted, that Original of the Sibylline Verſes was 


loſt in the Year of the City 671, that is, 81 Years 


before Chriſt was born. This Review was made at 
Rome in the Year 741, that is 11 Years before the 


Birth of Chriſt, when Auguſtus himſelf was Pontifex 


Maximus. So then there are 70 entire Tears be- 


tween this Review and the Loſs of the Original, 


when the Capitol was burnt. But were there not 
other Copies remaining at Rome, after the loſs of this 
Original as Baronins ſuppoſes ? It is very improbable. 
For (as Molinæus well obſerves) if theſe Verſes had 
ſurvived the Capitol, the Senate would not have ſent 
an Embaſly to repair the Lofs, and colle& them 
through all Greece, What Rule had theſe Prieſts, 
by which they could diſtinguiſh the true Verſes 
from the falſe 2 None. Tacitus therefore ſpeaks-cau- 
tiouſly in the aforecited place [as much as humanly they 


could. | 


10. The Original then of what are called the Si- 
byline Oracles concerning Chriſt, is to me very clear : 
They came from the Jews. Gregory Namiamen was 
among the Antients alſo of this opinion (s), who 
in his Poem to Nemeſius, ſays, That Triſmegiſtus and 
the Sihl did not foretel what they prophefied of 
God, by divine Inſpiration, but 'borrowed them from 


the ſacred Books of the Hebrews, In this alone he 


(5) In Carmine ad Nemeſium. 


' Was ; 


5 7 
1 
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was miſtaken, that he thought thoſe Oracles were 
compiled by the Sybyls : ſo Clemens Alex. (:) before him 


calls the Sihl the Hebrew Propheteſs. Thus alſo 
Grotius(u) ; and indeed in theſe Verſes there are many 
plain 'Tokens of this Original. Such is that cited by 
Laftantius (x) in praiſe of the Jewiſh Nation: The 


Divine Nation of the happy and beaven- born Jews. And 


that: ben Rome ſhall unite Egypt to her Empire, then 
the ſupreme Kingdom of the immortal King ſhall appear 


over Men. Which Words plainly contain an Explica- 
tion of Daniel's Prophecy concerning the Divine Em- 


pire of the Meſſiah after the Poſterity of Seleucus and 
Lagus ceas d to reign. Of the ſame kind is that con- 
cerning the erecting the Holy City Jeruſalem into the 
| Metropolis of the whole World: 1 
(y) And the City which God hath made, he hath made 
More ſplendid than the Stars, and Sun, or Moon. 


Nay, the Collector of theſe Sibylline Verſes almoſt 
every where ſpeaks of the Meſſiah's Kingdom, as the 


Jews do. Thus he writes of the univerſal Peace, 


which ſhould happen in his days : 


The Wolves pair with the Lambs upon the Mountains, 

The Lynx eat Graſs with the Kids; 

The Bears of a ſavage Nature ſhall eat Hay at theMangers 

With the Oxen, | 

And the Dragons ſhall lie with the ſucking Children 
without their Mothers. | 


Compare (2) [atiah's Deſcription with this. Thus of 
the Plenty: af © 


Then God ſhall give great Joy to Men ; — 
For the Earth, the Trees, and numerous Cattle 
Shall yield Men their genuine Fruits, 

Nine, ſweet Honey, and white Milk 
And Bread, to Men the beſt of all things. 


(1) P. 35. (#) Ad Matth. Cap. 2. v. I. (x) Lib. 4. 
cap. 20. p. 364. 0) Lib. 7 Cap. 24. p. 666, (2) Ch. 11. 
v. 6, 7. and Ch. 65. 25» 


And 


At 


* 
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And again in the ſame manner: #3 
The ſacredLand of the pious only ſhall yield all theſe things. 


To all the Juſt a River of Honey ſhall flow from a Rock, 
And Milk from a never-failing Fountain. ” 


Where this is chiefly to be obſerved as a Privilege 
of the Holy Land of Judea. Thus the Prince of 
Poets deſcribes the Golden Ages of his King, who 
was about to be born, in almoſt the ſame Words from 
the Cumæan Verſes. | 
11. Now all theſe things are to be underſtood con- 
cerning the Sibyline Oracles alledged by Fuſtin, Cle- 
ment, Theophilus, and thoſe antienter Fathers ; for I 
don't deny that the Chriſtians of later days inſerted 
ſome things into the Sibyllive Books. Of this kind is 
the Acroſtick, which Conſtantine, or, as others will have 
it, Euſebius (a), mentioned in his Oration to the 
Saints; where the firſt Letter of the Verſes make theſe 
Words in Greek, Jeſus Chriſt, the Son of God, the 
Saviour, the Croſs. Of which indeed, neither Juſtin, 
nor Theophilus, nor Clement of Alex. have any where 
ſaid any thing. Cicero (b) alſo ſpeaks of an Acroſtick 
of the Sibyl, but no where tells us what was in it. 
Without doubt alſo thoſe Sibylline Oracles are like- 
wiſe ſpurious, in which we have an account of ſome 
things which Chriſt did, ſo clear and circumſtantial, 
that you'd rather take it for a Hiſtory than a Prophe- 
cy. Such is the miracle of the Loaves from Lattan- 
tins (c): 
He ſhall feed five thouſand in the Wilderneſs 
With five Loaves, and two Fiſhes ; 1 5 
And gathering what remains, after having broken to all, 
Shall fill twelve Baskets, for the ſupport of the Multitude 


Who can think that theſe and other things like them» 
which we have in Laftantius, are not taken from the 
Hiſtory of the Goſpel? You have not any ſuch 


(a) P. 488. (b) De Divins p. 271, (C) Lib. 4. cap, 15. p. 242, 
Tx things 
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things cited out of the Sibyline Verſes by Juſein, The- 


ophilus, or Clement; but they being very diligent 
Readers of theſe Oracles, and omitting no Opportu- 


+ 


nity of beating the Heathen with their own Wea- 
Pons, would never have paſs'd over in filence ſuch 


flagrant Prophecies of Chriſt, if any ſuch had ap- 
peared in their Copies. Now Lactantius, who wrote 


his Books about the beginning of the 4th Century, 


when Conſtantine became Chriſtian, was the firſt who 
produced thoſe Verſes againſt the Heathens, under 


the name of Sibylline. 


12. The whole of the matter is this: (t.) It is cer- 
tain there were ſome Prophecies among the Heathens, 
before the Birth of Chriſt, which went under this 


name, in which was expounded the Worſhip of the 


one God, and thofe things which belonged to rhe 
future Kingdom of Chriſt, and which Juſtin and other 


Primitive Chriſtians did very properly appeal to, in 


their Diſputes with the Heathens. (2.) It's very 
-probable, that thoſe Oracles did not come from the 
S#yls, Heathen Women, as was thought; but from 
wife Men, who flouriſhed among the People of God, 
the Jews after the Babyloniſh Captivity. Nor are we 
to wonder that they have more fully and plainly laid 
open the obſcure Oracles of the Prophets, if we con- 


ſider feriouſly the divine Purpoſe, that the nearer the 


Times of the Goſpel approach*d, the more clear the 
Promiſes and Predictions of it ſhould ſhine forth, that 
God intended a brighter Dawn before the riſing of 
this glorious Sun. Laſtly, it is but too manifeſt, that 


ſome things were forgid, made up, and added to 


theſe Qracles, in the way of clearer Explication of 
them, by ſome idle, ill-employ'd Profeſſors of Chriſti- 
anity. This the old Serpent ſeems to have effected 


With this Deſign (as Molinæus has well obſerv'd) that 


there appearing a greater mixture of Falſhood than 
Truth, he might render the Truth ſuſpe&ed. Thus 


much by the way concerning the Sibylline Oracles, 
which I hope will not be unacceptable to the Reader. 
'T now return to the Orphic Verſes and Zuicker. 13. 
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13. Now I have one Argument to produce; which 
will put the Matter beyond all Queſtion, that the 
Orphic Verſes, cited by Juſtin, let them come from 
what Quarter they will, can't be the Forgery of any 
Simonian. They contain in them ſuch things con- 
cerning God and the Creation of the World, as are 
widely different from the Simonian Hereſy. All thoſe, 
who have had any acquaintance with Trenæus, Ter- 
tullian, and the other Fathers, that have wrote con- 
cerning the Simonians, know, that thoſe Hereticks 
taught the viſible World was made, not by God him- 
ſelf, nor by his Word, but by inferior Powers. On 
the other hand, the Author of the Orphic Verſes eve- 
ry where affirms, That this viſible World was the work 
of the ſupreme God, and created by his Word, as you 
may ſee in that long Citation of them in (d) Juſtin's 
Exhortation to. the Heathen. Nay, the very Verſes 
which Zuicker cites in part, and which immediately 
follow thoſe in Juſtin, contain the ſame Doctrine. 
Thus they run: > 
T adjure thee by the Heaven, the work of the great and 
wiſe Ong, ERS 
By the Voice of the Pather, which he ſpake in the beginning, 
When he made the Univerſe by his own Counſel, 


So that I am of opinion the Verſes may rather be 
any Perſon's than a Simonian's. Thus I have ſaid enough, 
and too much concerning Zuicker's Conjecture, (or ra- 
ther Delirium) that the Orphic Verſes were forg'd by 
the Simouians. CD ao e | 
14. He has advanc'd another no leſs, nay much 
more abſurd Gueſs, one that has not any appearance 
of 'Truth, namely, 'That Juſtin depending upon theſe 
Verſes, propos'd his Opinion of the Son's Genera- 
tion before the World was made. For who in his 
right Senſes could ſuſpe&, that a Holy and a Prudent 
Man had built his Faith and Opinion concerning a 


(4) Pag. 155 & 16. d - m4 | 
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primary Article of Chriſtianity upon-the Verſes of a 
Heathen, and even (as Zuicker obſerves) a Magician; 
or that an Argument of ſo little weight, indeed of 
none at all, ſhould move him to depart from the Rule 
of the Apoſtolical Doctrine, which obtain'd every where 
in the Churches before his time? It is further very 
obſervable, that Juſtin never profeſſedly cites the Or- 
phic Verſes, to eſtabliſh his Opinion concerning the 
Son's Generation. If I remember right; he only cites 
them twice, and in both the Places only makes uſe of 
them to defend the One God againſt the Heathen Po- 
lytheiſm. In the former Place, he illuſtrates thoſe 
Verſes concerning the Word and Voice of the Father, 
by his own Notes, not giving the leaſt intimation that 
Orpheus had taught him the Doctrine of the Son's Ge- 


— — 


* 
t 


neration; but on the other hand expreſly affirming, 


that that Author had been oblig'd to the ſacred Ora- 
cles of the Old Teſtament for his Notions of the 
Word. Thus he writes: Here he calls the Word of 
God [the Voice] that Word, by which: the Heaven, the 
Earth, and every Creature was made, as the divine Pro- 
phecies of the Holy Men teach us, by conſulting ſome part 
of which, in Egypt, this [Orpheus] found that all 
things were made by the Word of God. He who reads 
theſe Words of Juſtin, muſt wonder, no doubt, how 
Zuicker could for ſhame ſay, That Juſtin, and almoſt 
all his Succeſſors, comorm d and accommodated their Opi- 
nion of Chriſt to the Orphic Verſes, as to a certain divine 
Foundation. But why do I dwell upon ſuch manifeſt 
Trifles and Impertinences ? To repeat this Conjecture, 
to ſober Minds, is a ſufficient Confutation of it. 
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That Juſtin did not learn from the Platonics, 
the Notions he bas given us of the Mord. 


H. VIN G confider'd, and very juſtly rejected 

the primary Cauſes, which, according to Zuicker's 
Conjectures, mov'd.Fuſtin to aſcribe a divine Nature 
to Jeſus Chriſt ; I come now to examine the ſecondary 
Cauſes which, Zucker pretends, induced him to con- 
tinue in this Error. Nor do I doubt, but that, after 
having defeated the main Body, which the Heretick 
led up againſt thedivine Truth, I ſhall gain a cheap 
Victory over his Forces in reſerve. Theſe Cauſes are 
four : (1.) The Love of the Platonic Philoſophy. (2.) The 
Memory of Gentiliſm not yet obliterated, (3.) The 
cuſtom of Deifying excellent Men. (4.) And the ſuperſti- 
tious Dread of worſhipping him who is only Man. 

2. Before we examine theſe unhappily invented 
Cauſes particularly, and every one in its own Order, 
we can't but in general obſerve, that Zuicker (for all 
his Boaſts that he has done the Buſineſs, and actually 
diſcover'd the Original of making this new Chriſt) is 
doubtful, and altogether uncertain which way, ex- 
cept from the Scripture, and the preaching of the A- 

poſtles, the Doctrine of the Son's Divinity could be 
introduc'd into the Chriſtian Church; for if he could 
have been ſure of any one Cauſe, to which he might 

have aſcrib'd the Original of it, why ſhould he have 
troubled us with ſo many, and thoſe (as we ſhall ſhew 
by and by) contradictory to one another? For firſt he 
attempts to ſhew, that the Doctrine of the Catholick 
Church, concerning our Lord's Divinity, ſprung 
from the Simonian Hereſy. In this Strong-hold (a 

Caſtle in the Air, and, as we have ſeen, eaſily demo- 
liſh'd) he places the N hopes of his Hereſy. But 
nevertheleſs, not thinking himſelf ſecute in it, he has 
ſought another Refuge; pretending, that there were 
K | T-- | cer- 
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certain Verſes forg'd by the Simonians under the Name 
of Orpheus, which alas! ſeduc'd Juſtin into this Er- 


_ ror, and after him, the whole Catholick Church. 
What can be more filly than this Fancy? Diſtruſting 


ir therefore, as he well might, he liſts a Quaternion of 
out Reaſons into the ſervice of his deſperate Cauſe, 
boaſts that he has done the Buſineſs, diſcover'd the 
Original of the Cheat, and ſeems to triumph over the 
defeated Truth. But ſtill he is not ſo ſafe as he would 
ſeem to be; after he has muſter'd all his Forces, he has 
a Reſerve for himſelf, either to raiſe more as he 
pleaſes, or to ſet his Reader's Wit to work. 'The 
Caſe is this: Zuicker was reſolv'd to reje& the Doctrine 
of the Son's divine Nature, as abſard; and contrary 
to ſound Reaſon, (a thing he often boaſts, but never 


ſhews) therefore to ſerve this Cauſe, he would rather 


aſcribe the Original of it to any thing, than that 
(which evidently appears from the thing itſelf to have 


been the true Cauſe) namely, that it was part of the A- 


poſtolical Doctrine, deliver'd and promulg'd every where 
in the Primitive Churches, together with the Goſpel 
itſelf. But we will now attack this reſerv'd Body. 

3. The Knowledge and Love of the Platonic Phi- 
loſophy is (according to Zuicker) the firſt of thoſe 
Cauſes, which engag'd Juſtin and his Followers to 
receive the Son's Divinity. The Heretick would inſi- 
nuate forſooth, that Juſtin, formerly an Admirer of 
this Philoſophy, and too much delighted with the 
Tenets of his old Maſter, which he had read concern- 
ing the Word, after he became a Chriſtian, tranſlated 
them into the Chriſtian Faith, and adulterated the 
Purity and Simplicity of the Goſpel, with a mixture 


of Heathen Philoſophy. In this Cry the Unitarians 
all, run, this is the burden of their Song, Platoniſm, 


Platoniſm the Bane of the fincere Apoſtolical Religion) 
Now I'm ſure that Zuicker and others, who have ſo 


hard an Opinion of that excellent and incomparable 


Man (whom Photius juſtly praiſes in theſe words (e): 
(e) Cod, 234. P. 922, ; 


4 


Apoſtolical Tx avition, G c. 341 


Man neither in Time, nor Virtue, far ſhort of the Apo- 
files) are either perfe& Strangers in his Works, or are 
reſolv'd to deal with the venerable Father, without 
any regard to Charity or Juſtice, For how often, 
and how plainly, with what a warm Zeal and Af- 
fe&ion does Juſtin himſelf (the Perſon unworthily ca- 
lumniated by this Heretick) profeſs, that after he 


knew Chriſt, he renounc'd, not only the Philoſophy of 


Plato, but alſo that of every other Se&, and only ad- 
mired the moſt Holy Scriptures. Read his incompa- 
rable Dialogue with Trypho the Few. There indeed 
(not far from the beginning) he confeſſes that he was a 
very great Admirer of Plato before he knew Chriſt ; 
but there alſo, he cenſures his former Folly. 'Theſe 
are his Words (F): Not knowing which way to turn, I 
thought fit to acquaint myſelf with the Platoniſts, for 
they were in great Fame; I therefore convers'd very much 
with an. underſtanding Man, who but lately came to our 


City, a Maſter in Platoniſm, I made a Proficiency and very 


great Improvements daily, I was greatly taken with the 


Notion of Incorporeals, and the Theory of Ideas rais'd my 


Mind; I thought myſelf wiſe in a little time, and vainly 
dreamt of ſeeing God ſhortly. A little after in the ſame 
Dialogue, he gives the Reaſons which drew him off 


from Platoniſm to Chriſtianity, in a feign'd Conference 
(if I miſtake not) between a certain venerable old 


Man and Himſelf, while he liv'd in retirement. A- 


mong other things, the old Man, when he propos d to 


him Plato, Pythagoras, and other wiſe Men, contrary 
to the Truth, ſays (g), 1 care not for your Plato, or Py- 
thagoras, or indeed for any of your wiſe Thinkers in that 
way, for this is the Truth. 'Then when Juſtin asks him 
(hb), Who then muſt a Man take for his Maſter ; or from 
whom may he improve, if theſe Perſons have not the Truth? 
'The old Man anſwers, There was a ſort of Men a long 
time ago more antient than all the reputed Philoſophers, hap- 
Py, juſt, pious Men, who ſpake by the Spirit of God, aud 
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foretold things future which are now come to paſs, (they call 
them Prophets) theſe ouly ſaw and reveal'd the Truth to 


Men. The venerable old Man adds, in the ſame 
Place, many more things worth reading. But Juſtin 
himſelf in the cloſe, ſhews us how he was affected by 


the Conference (i). My Soul was inflam'd immediately, 


and I was all in love with the Prophets and the Friends of 


Cbriſt. After I had diſcuſs'd his Words in myſelf, I found 


this to be the only ſound and uſeful Philoſophy. After this 


| Manner, and by theſe Steps, I became a Philoſopher. 


Therefore the Love of Platoniſm, which burnt in 
Juſtin's Breaſt before, was extinguiſh'd by the Know- 
ledge of the heavenly Doctrine. The new heat of the 
Sacred Writings came into the place of it, and pene- 
trated the moſt intimate Receſſes of the holy Man. 


4. With what Care he afterwards fed this heavenly 


Flame, is alſo very clear from his Writings, in which 
he every were wonderfully extols the Holy Scripture, 
(deſpiſing the beſt Philoſophy in compariſon of them) 


appeals to them, and ſtrenuouſly affirms, that they 


are the only Fountains of divine Truth. His Words 
in the beginning of his Exhortation to the Greeks, are 
very obſervable (k): there, after he had largely ſhewn 
that there is no certainty about divine Matters to be 


found in theWritings of the Philoſophers, of what Sect 


ſoever, at length he concludes ; Since then it is not poſ- 


ſible to learn the Truths of Religion of your Maſters, who 


have given you ſufficient demonſtration of their Ignorance by 
their Diviſion among themſelves ; it is rational to paſs over 
to our ery; Men much more antient than your Doctors, 
Men who don't teach us from their own Faucy, that don't 
differ among themſelves, or attempt to overturn each other's 
Sthemes ; but without Contention and Diviſion, having re- 
ceiv'd Knowledge from God, teach us the ſame. For it 
was not. poſſible by Nature and human Thought to 
know the ſublime things of God ; but by the Gift of 
God, which then deſcended from above upon thoſe 
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Holy Men. Whar can be more clear or direct to our 
purpoſe ? Juſtin thought that we cou'd not come at 
the certain Knowledge of any thing Divine from the 
Heathen Philoſophers, and therefore in ſuch Diſquiſi- 
tions, we muſt have recourſe to inſpired Men. Is it 

| Probable then that he wou'd borrow that Notion of 
his concerning God, and the divine Perſons, (the moſt 
ſublime of all Divine things) from the Writings of 
Plato, or the Philoſophers of any other Sect? Bur he 
expreſly teaches in another place, that the Scriptures 
alone are to be heard in all Queſtions: of Religion, 
that our Proofs are to be fetch'd from them, that the 
Words of Scripture are often and often to be inculca- 
ted, and no Man can find any thing better than what 
is taught in the ſame Scriptures. Theſe are the 
Words in the Dialogue with Trypho (1): IE is a ridicu- 
lous thing to ſee the Sun, the Moon, and Stars always take 
the ſame Courſe, and make the ſame converſions of Seaſons ; 
or to ſee an Arithmetician not ſcruple to anſwer that two 
and two are four, when he is ask'd, tho he has often ſaid 
ſo before; and likewiſe to have other things, well eſtabliſp d 
already, again aſſerted and confeſs'd : but that a Perſon 
ſhould ceaſe to diſcourſe from the Prophetick Writings, ſhould 
be weary of always repeating the ſame Scriptures, and ſup- 
poſe he can ſay ſomething better than they. Tn theſe 
Words he very elegantly deſcribes that great Confi- 
dence, with which a Chriſtian firmly adheres to the 
Holy Scriptures. You may ſooner turn the Sun, the 
Moon, and the Stars, out of their uſual Courſe ; or 
perſuade a Mathematician to forſake his well-known 
Principles, than move a true Chriſtian from that ſacred 
and certain Rule of his, the Scriptures. Who now 
can ſuſpect that Juſtin, in the fundamental Doctrine of 
Chriſtianity, turn'd aſide from the old Path to ſtrange 
'Tenets, and would introduce into the Chriſtian 
Churches a new Doctrine concerning Chriſt, and (to 
ſpeak in Zuicker's Language) a new Chriſt, contrary to 
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the Truth of Scripture itſelf, and the univerſal Apo- 
ſolical 'Tradition before his Days. 


5. Moreover, the excellent Father (as tho? he had 
been a Prophet, and foreſeen Futurity) has, as it were, 


*__—-- tho? like Plato's, is not deriv'd from the Platonics ; 


==> bur rather Plato had borrow'd all his right Notions 


concerning the Word of God from the Church, (to 
Which the Doctrine was formerly known in part). 
Thus, after he hath confeſs'd that the Doctrines of 
Plato are not unlike thoſe of Chriſt, he quickly ſub- 
Joins (m): Whatſoever things are ſaid well by all Wri- 
ters, are ours, who are Chriftians. For we after God (the 
Father] worfhip the Word of the unbegotten ineffable God, 
and love him; for as much as he was made Man for us, that 
ſo being partaker of our Sufferings, he might cure us. For 
all Writers, by the Seed of the natural Word which is in 

' them, are able, in a faint way, to diſcern the things that 
are. For the Seed of any thing, or the Imitation of it, 
which is given us according to our Capacity, is one thing, 
and that thing it ſelf, by whoſe Grace a Communication 
from him, and an Imitation is granted, is another thing. 
Here you'll obſerve by the bye, that Juſtin does not 
defend what he had diſcours'd concerning the Word, 
as his own Sentiment, but as the common Doctrine 
and Faith of all Chriſtians. He ſpeaks ſtill more plain- 
ly of this Matter in his ſecond Apology to Antoninus, 


near the end (2); where, after having ſaid that Plato 


had learn'd, that the Univerſe was made by the Word 
of God, yea, that the third Perſon of the 'Trinity, 
namely, the Holy Spirit, was not altogether unknown 
to Plato, he adds: We then don't think the ſame as others, 
but all Men imitate us, and ſay as we ſay. With us you may 
bear and learn the ſame things from thoſe, who know not 


their Letters, who are Idiots and Barbarians in Speech, but 


(Gm) P. 31 (#) P. 93. | 
| | Hit h- 


profeſſedly prevented this Calumny of Zuicker's in his 
own Words, for he expreſly ſays in ſeveral Places, 
That the Doctrine of Chriſtians, concerning the Word, 
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faithful and wiſe in Mind, from Men that are maim d and 
_ Ulind ; from whence it is plain, theſe things are not brought 
about by Man's Wiſdom, but dictated by the Power of 
God. This Place alone would be ſufficient, utterly to 
demoliſh all the Pile of Conjectures (as great as it is) 
which Zuicker has erected againſt the Truth. For, (I.) 
In this Place Juſtin plainly teaches, That the Doctrine 
of the Creation by the Word, was neither taken b 
him, or any other Chriſtian from the Works of Plato, 
but rather, that Plato borrow'd his Notions of the 
Word from the Holy Books of the Chriſtians (namely, 
from the Old Teſtament, as he afterwards explains 
himſelf.) (2.) He aſſerts and defends this Doctrine, 
not as his own ſingular Opinion, bur as the Faith and 
Doctrine of the Catholick Church, i. e. of all Chri- 
ſtians, before the Emperor and the Heathens. (3.) From 
_ theſe things he very juſtly concludes, that the Chri- 
ſtians were not taught that Doctrine by Man's Wiſ- 
dom, (from the Writings of Plato, much leſs from the 
filthy Dreams of the worſt Hereticks) but utter'd it by 
the Power of God, from Writings divinely inſpired, 
and the Apoſtolical Doctrine every where propagated. 
Surely then, from this Evidence, it is plain that Juſtin 
had the ſame Opinion of the Heathen Philoſophy, as 
Tertullian; and, according to him, all the old Ca- 
tholick Chriſtians had. His Words are admirable (o): 
St. Paul teſtifies that we muſt take care of Philoſophy, in 
his Epiſtle to the Coloſſians : See that no man deceive 
you by vain philoſophy and ſeduction, according to 
the tradition of men. He had been at Athens, and 
neu that human Wiſdom familiarly, which affefts the 
Name of Truth, aud adulterates it, which is ſplit into a 
multitude of Secis mutually oppoſing one another. What has 
Jeruſalem to do with Athens? the Academy with the 
Church? and Chriſtians with Hereticks ? Our Inſtitution is 
to be learnt from Solomon's Porch, who himſelf taught, 
that we muſt ſeek the Lord in ſimplicity of Heart. Let 
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them look to it, who have coin'd us a Swoical, a Platonical, 


and a Logical Chriſtianity. We have no need of curio- 


fity after Chriſt Jeſus, or an inquiſition after the Goſpel. 
When we believe, we have no occaſion for believing fur- 


ther; for the firſt thing we believe, is, that we ought to be- 


lieve no more. = TS 

6. It is no ſcarce neceſſary ro revive, or continue 
the Controverſy among the Learned, whether Plato's 
Opinion concerning the Word be like Juſtin's, and 


others of the ſame Mind. He, who has an Inclina- 


tion may conſult (p) Caſaubon and Lanſelius. This is 
certain, that there is ſo great a Difference between the 
Opinions of Plato and Juſtin, that it is clear enough 
from thence, that Juſtin did not borrow his Notions 
from Plato. Hence alſo, Juſtin himſelf tells us (4 
expreſly, that Plato had but a flender and obſcure view 
of that Myſtery. | ER 

7. Therefore, to conclude this Chapter, Zuicker 
judg'd that Juſtin had taken his Doctrine concerning 
the Word, from the School of Plato, with the ſame 
probability, as formerly Amelius the Platonic Philoſo- 
pher, upon reading the firſt Verſes of St. John's Go- 
ſpel, complain'd that the Evangeliſt had tranſcrib'd the 


Myſteries of his Maſter into his Book, and made Plato's 
Secrets his own. = Jove, ſays he, the Barbarian is of 
h 


our Plato's mind, That the Word of God is conſtituted 
in the order of a Principle, And we have an Unitarian 


of our own, who has preſumed in plain Terms ro 


teach, that the Doctrine of the Apoſtle St. John in the 


beginning of his Goſpel, is borrow'd from the Pla- 


tom Philoſophers. It is the Author of a Book inti- 
tled, The Hiſtorical Vindication of a Book calld the Na- 
-ked Goſpel, preſented to the Univerſity of Oxford. 
In the Preface ro the Reader, he bitterly inveighs 
apainſt thoſe who have adulterated the plain and primitive 
Purity of the Goſpel, with the Ceremonies and vain Philo- 
0 Exercitationes ad Apparatum Baronianum, 5. 5. & Petrus 
Lanſelius ad calcem operum Juſtini Martyris, c. 24. 
() In the place before cited, | 

J Jophy 
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phy of the Pagans, and obtruded the Enthufiaſm of Plato 
upon the World, for Faith, Myſtery, and Revelation, &. 
No Man is ſo dull as not to perceive, that the Sacred 
Doctrine of the moſt Holy Trinity, acknowledg'd and 
received by the Catholick Church, is here ſtruck at. 
But in the Work it ſelf, he attempts to ſhew, how that 
vain Philoſophy, the Platonic Enthuſiaſm, firſt made 
its way into the Jewiſh, and then into the Chriſtian 
Church. He ſays (v), that the Jews diſpers'd in 
Zgypt and Syria, firſt learn'd the Philoſophy of Plato 
brought out of Greece into thoſe Countries; that there 
were two principal Do&rines of the Platonic Philoſo- 
phy, one concerning the Pre-exiſtence of Souls, and 
the other of the Divine Trinity; and that therefore 
theſe two Doctrines did afterwards obtain in the 
Jewiſh Church. After this, in the next Page (s), you 
have his expreſs Words : Theſe were the Opinions of the 
Jews in the Days of our Saviour and his Apoſtles ; and 
hence, perhaps, it came to paſs, that ſome of the Phraſes 
and Manners of Speech uſed by the Platoniſts, as the Learned 
have obſerv d, are found in the New Teſtament, eſpecially 
in the Goſpel of St. John. The Obſervation of Amelius 
the Platonic Philoſopher, upon reading the beginning of 
St. John's Goſpel, is well known, namely, that the Apoſtle 
Jpoke like Plato. Indeed that Philoſopher might ſay, con- 
ſiſtent with his Principles, the Reaſon was in the beginnin 
with God, and was God, It is he who made all things, 45 
is the Life and Light of Men. From the collation of 
theſe two Places, it is yery evident, that this Author 
thought the Doctrine deliver d by St. John, in the be- 
ginning of his Goſpel, was not divinely inſpir'd, but 
taken from the vain Philoſophy of the Pagans, and 
very ſtrong of the Platonic Enthuſiaſm. We may juſt- 
ly cry out again in the Words of Holy Polycarp, Good 
God, for what times haſt thou reſerv'd us, that we ſhould 
bear theſe things ! But this Author equally betrays his 
gnorance and his Impiety, in ſaying, that the antient 


(y) Pag. 12, 13. ) Pag. 14. 


Jews 
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Jeus in the Diſperſion were inſtructed by the Platoniſts 
in the Myſtery of the Holy Trinity: For on the con- 


trary it is plain, he learn'd all he wrote of this Matter 
from the more antient Philoſophy of the Jeu It is 


certain alſo, that we may ſee in the Scriptures of the 


Old Teſtament, much older than Plato, many Footſteps 
of this Myſtery, as Juſtin has obſerv'd. But if any 
of our own Countrymen deſire further Satisfaction in 
this Point, let him go to that clear Treatiſe of our 
learned Allix, wrote in Engliſh, and intitled, The Judg- 
ment of the Antient Jewiſh Church againſt the Unitarians. 


OT OO eee 


CHAP. VI. 


That Juſtin entirely abborr'd Paganiſm, and 
the Worſhip of more Gods. That the Ar- 
gument uſed by Juſtin and other Antients in 
ſupport of Chriſt's Divinity, from the di- 
vine Worſhip given to bin in Holy Scrip- 
tures, is invincible. 


1. HE other three Cauſes Zuicker has invented 
may be reduc'd to two: The Memory of 


Gentiliſm or more Gods not quite obliterated, and the 


Cuſtom of Deifying excellent Men, may make one ; 
| (for no doubt the latter is a piece of Gentiliſm not ob- 
literated :) and the ſuperſtitious Dread of worſhipping 
him who is only Man, another. As for the former, I 
can't but admire Zuicker's, the Inventor's extreme 
Impudence, or groſs Ignorance in the Writings of 
Juſtin. Read, I beſeech you, his Exhortation to the 
Greeks, both his Apologies, and his Piece concerning 


the Monarchy of God. How many good Arguments 


does he there bring againſt the Polytheiſm of the 
Heathens ? Beſides, who can believe that an excel- 
lent Doctor of the Chriſtian Faith, was not fully 
| Rn In- 
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inſtructed in the prime Doctrine of the Goſpel con- 
cerning one God ? Or, that the ſtouteſt Champion 
of Chriſt againſt the Pagan Superſtitions and Impie- 

ties, yea, a Martyr alſo, was yet ſo deep in the foul- 
eſt Error of Paganiſm? | | | 
2. As for that other Cauſe (the laſt which the He- 
retick's little Head cou'd run to) it is to be obſerv'd, 
that it is diametrically oppoſite to the former. For 
doubtleſs, that any one ſhould be well - affected to the 

Cuſtom of Deifying Men, and yet ſhould dread the 
worſhipping him who was Man only, is impoſſible, 
thoſe two things being inconſiſtent. Having juſt hint- 
ed this, we will conſider that Cauſe by it ſelf. Now 
here we will grant it to Zuicker, that Juſtin, and other 
Fathers, were perſuaded by this Argument among 
others, to aſcribe a Divine Nature to Chriſt, namely, 
that in the Holy Scriptures Worſhip and divine Ado- 
ration are often and expreſly preſcribed to be given to 
him ; but what will the Heretick'gain by this Conceſ- 
fion 2 Nothing at all: for certainly that Reaſon is a 
Foundation ſufficient to ſupport the Opinion. That 
the Worſhip and Adoration which is truly Divine, 
ought not to be paid to any Creature, in himſelf tho 
never ſo excellent, but to him only who is truly God, 
Reaſon dictates, and many expreſs Teſtimonies of 
Holy Scripture prove. I here ask your pardon, 
Chriſtian Reader, if I am ſomething long in making 
good this Point, not only upon account of - my Pro- 
miſe in the beginning of this Piece, but becauſe this 
| Reaſon, rightly weigh'd, ſtrikes at the very Heart of 

Socinianiſm. = 3-8 

3. (1.) We have the expreſs (:) Command of God 
repeated by our Saviour, Thou ſhalt worſhip the Lord thy 

God, and him only ſhalt thou ſerve. Where the exclu- 
ſive Particle only appropriates divine Worſhip to our 
Lord and God, and ſuffers not any Creature at all to 


Deut. 6. 1 3 Je, 20, repeated by our Lord in St, Matth. 4. 10. 
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partake of it. The Socinians except thus (u), That by 
| theſe excluſive Particles, ſuch as only, &c. -uſed of God, 


thoſe are never fimply excluded, who are dependent upon God 


in the Matter treated on. Thus God is ſaid to be only Wiſe, 


Powerful and Immortal ; but yet others, who are made par- 


' zakers of theſe things, are not to be fimply excluded from Wiſ- 


dom, Power and Immortality. Wherefore when it is ſaid 


that God only is to be worſhipped, he is not to be fimply ex- 
cluded, who in this particular depends upon God ; but rather 
#s to be tacitly included upon account of the divine Govern- 
ment he has receiv'd over all things. But, (1.) who gave 
\ Theſe bold Men a Power of excepting where the Law 


does not except ? The Law ſimply commands that 


divine Adoration be given to God only. For what 


they pretend, that it is ſaid in Scriptures God is only 


wiſe, &c. but yer that others who are made parta- | 


kers of theſe things, are not to be ſimply excluded 
from Wiſdom, @«c. is a mere Sophiſm. For tho', when 
it is ſaid in Scripture that God only is wiſe, others 
are not excluded thereby from ſuch a Degree of Wiſ- 


dom, as comes to their ſhare; yet this is certain, 


that by the excluſive Particle only in thoſe Places, eve- 
ry Creature is excluded from the divine Wiſdom, which 


belongs to God only. In like manner, when it is ſaid 


in Scripture, that God only is tobe worſhip'd, by that, 
others are not excluded from ſuch Reſpe& and Honour 
as belongs to them, yet all others are ſimply and ab- 


ſolutely excluded from that Worſhip which only be- 


longs to God. (2.) This Anſwer ſuppoſes, that the 
divine Government over all things may be communi- 
cated to a mere Creature, which is by no means true. 


For all ſober Men, by the divine Government over all 
things, underſtand both that Almighty Power by 


which God preſerves, rules, and governs all thoſe 
Creatures he hath made; and alſo that Right and Do- 
minion of God which follows from thence, by which 


- every Creature 1s ſubje& to him, and every rational 


Crea- 


(u) Schliftingius ad Meiſneri articulum de Deo, p. 206, * 
207. | | 
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Creature oblig'd to ſubmit himſelf, and all he has, to 
God, for the Advancement of his Glory, and his own 
Benefit. 'This Divine Government, at leaſt, is the 
only adequate Foundation of Divine Worſhip. Now 
that ſuch a Divine Government over all Things, is not 
compatible with any Creature, is evident. If there- 
fore Divine Worſhip is to be given to no one, but to 
him, to whom the Divine Government over all things 
is given, (which is certainly true) it will neceſſarily 
follow, that Divine Worſhip is to be given to God 
ooly; 8 is provided by that expreſs Law we have al- 
ledg'd. - 1 N Ti 

py (2.) St. Paul objects this as a Crime to the Ga- 
latians, that for the time they knew not God, they 
ſerved thoſe who were not Gods by Nature (x). From this 
Place it is plain, that Divine Worſhip. was to be given 
to no one, Who had not the Divine Nature. For it 
is impoſſible, that what was the greateſt Crime in the 
Galatians, whilſt yet Pagans, ſhould be lawful for us, 
bleſs'd with the Light of the Goſpel, much leſs that 
it ſhould be the chief Duty of a Chriſtian. Crellius's 
Anſwer (y) upon this Place is very ridiculous. For 
he writes thus: Hence alſo it appears why St. Paul ob- 
Jets this as a Crime to the Galatians, altho now paſt and 
over, that when they knew not God, they ſerv*d thoſe, who 
by Nature were not Gods; namely, becauſe, before there was 
no true God, thoſe Galatians knew of none, as long as they 
did not know the true God, who was not alſo God by Na- 
ture; and therefore whoſuever then worſhip d him imme- 
diately and always, who was not God by Nature, worſhip'd 
a falſe God. Who can believe St. Paul thought of 


(x) Gal. 4. 8. Dy. Clarke reads, To Gods, which have no 
Being in Nature. JWhere is the Difference? Muſt the Words neceſ- 
| ſarily be render d, as he would have them, becauſe they lie in ſuch an 

Order in the Alex. MS? And when they are ſo render d, what do 
they amount to more? See the Syriac, a aten well known by the 
Learned to be of great Authority. That reads, Which are not in 
their own nature Gods, | 7 | 


0) Ed. Selenoburgi, p. 229, & 230, [213 
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this, when he wrote theſe Words? Beſides, that 
there ſhould be a true God, who is not God by Na- 


ture, ſeems incomprehenſible to every ſober Mind, 


(whatever the Socinians may brangle to the con- 


trary.) 

5. But the moſt remarkable Place is in the Apoca- 
hpſe (z), where the Angel thus ſpeaks to John, who 
was proſtrate at his feet in order to adore him: See 
thou do it not, I am thy Fellow-Servant, and of thy Bre- 
thren, who have the Teſtimony of Jeſus; worſhip God. 'The 
Angel refuſes St. John's Worſhip upon two accounts: 
(1.) Becauſe he was his Fellow-Servant; as tho he 


ſhould ſay, Whoſoever is a Servant of God, is not to 
be honour'd with Divine Worſhip; but I am a Ser- 


vant of God as well as you, tho in a higher Station : 
therefore you are not by any means to worſhip me. 
Surely this Reaſon equally extends itſelf ro every Crea- 
ture, ſince there is no Creature, in what eminent Sta- 
tion ſoever, who is not a Servant of God, as well as 
other Creatures. If therefore Chriſt be a mere Crea- 
ture, it is unlawful to give him Divine Adoration. I 
know (a) Grotins thought the Worſhip, which the 
Angel refus' d from St. John, was only Civil Worſhip, 


ſuch as we read has been given ſometime to the Pro- 
phets without Sin; and therefore that the Angel for- 
bad it nor, as in itſelf unlawful, but as too much 


Reſpe& from one in the Apoſtolical Office. For ſo 


that very learned Perſon writes in his Explication of 
the Decalogue: He that forbids Gifts and Libations, 

does not forbid Tokens of Reverence, &c. For that the 
Angel in the Apocalypſe refuſes that Honour, was not, that 


there was any thing unlawful in it, but that the Angel ſets 


the Apoſtle upon a level with himſelf, as being both the Ser- 


wants of Chriſt, who is now the Head of the Angels; and 
that the Office of an Apoſtle, adapted to the Salvation of 


Men, is in no reſpect inferior to the Office of an Angel. 


(2) Ch. 19. ver. 10. | 
(a) In Explicatione Decalogi, Præcept. 2. 


Now 
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Now Collegues in Office don't uſe to give one another ſuch 
Tokens of Submiſſion. But the great Man is miſtaken 
in both Parts of his Opinion. For that it was not 
Civil Worſhip, or Reſpect only, which the Angel re- 
jected, is very plain both from the Words of the 
Angel, Worfhip God, and alſo from thoſe other Words; 
See thou do it not ; a way of ſpeaking which forbids 
ſomething, not as indecent only, but unlawful, and 
abſolutely to be avoided. Now the Great Man ſeems 
to have erred in this, that he hath not accurately di- 
ſtinguiſh'd between the Proſtration of St. John, and 
the Worſhip he was about to give when proſtrate. 
The Words are clear, I fell down at his Feet to worſhip. 
Here it is evident, the Deſign of what St. John did, is 
chiefly cenſur'd, and that the Fact was culpable upon 
that account. For to fall upon the Ground at the 
Feet of an Angel, is not evil in itſelf; \becauſe it is 
certain ſuch Reſpe& has formerly been given to Men, 
to Kings and Prophets, and that often by Holy Men. 
But the Apoſtle is blamed for proſtrating himſelf at 
the Feet of the Angel, in order to worſhip him, to 
pay him Divine Worſhip, (perhaps the Sacrifice of 
Praiſe, for his joyful Tidings of the Marriage of the 
Lamb.) Therefore the Angel did not ſo much blame 
what he had done, as forbid what he was about to 
do: See thou do it not. Nor is there any more Truth 
in it, that the Angel forbad the Worſhip, for that it 
was too much for one, who was then honour'd with 
the-Apoſtolical Office, becauſe it is clear from a pa- 
rallel (b) Place, that this Prohibition of the Angel was 
to be extended to all Chriſtians. For there he ſpeaks 
thus: See thou do it not, I am thy Fellou- Servant, and of 
thy Brethren the Prophets, and of thoſe who obſerve the 
Mord of this Bock: Worſhip God. Here not only the 
Prophets are mention'd, but alſo all pious Perſons, all 
Chriſtians, who are deſcribed in theſe Words ¶ And of 
thoſe who obſerve the Words of this Book. } This Des 


(b) Apoc. 22. 9s 
Vol. II. 2 ſcription 


* 
1 


354 The Primitive and | 
ſcription is large, and more general than the word 
[Prophets] and therefore is ſet after it, as ſomething 
more common. So Crellius (c) himſelf explains the 
Place. But Grotius (d), contrary to the Faith of the 
Greek Copies, and plain Reaſon alſo, has omitted the 
Particle Land ;] for what end, I know not, except to 
ſerve his own Purpoſe. Thus much for the former 
Reaſon : The other we have in theſe Words, Worſbip 
God, which ſeem to be taken from the Divine Com- 
mand cited by our Lord. Now tis plain the Words 
are to be taken excluſively, as tho the Angel had ſaid, 
That Worſhip, which you was about to give, is only 
proper to God; fee therefore that you don't give it 
me. Otherwiſe there is no force in the Angel's Rea- 
ſoning. Theſe Places then (to which I could add 
many more) 1nvincibly prove (what Zuicker ſays Juſ- 
tin laid as the Foundation of his Opinion concerning 
the Divine Nature of Chriſt) that Divine Worſhip is 
not to be given to any one except God. | 
6. The Arguments brought againſt' theſe by the 
Socinians, are of no weight. (1.) They object that 
Holy Men, under the Old Teſtament, paid Divine 
Honours, and that without Sin, to Angels, who tranſ- 
acted with them in the Name of God. Now in our 
Defence of the Nicene Creed (e), we have fully prov'd, 
that as often as any Angel is in Holy Scripture call'd 
Jehovah, and has Divine Honours, the Fathers thought 
| | him to be, not a mere Angel, but an Angel join'd to 
the Word; and that this their Opinion is ſo far from 
contradicting any part of Scripture, that it is con- 
firm'd by the expreſs Teſtimony of St. Paul. I add, 
that this Opinion is not a little ſtrengthen'd by the 
Places treated of before, in which Divine Worſhip is 
appropriated to the true God. But it is moſt eſpe- 
cially confirm'd by this, Thar we don't tind in any 
Age, or Place, under the Goſpel, any one, who was 
ſaid to be an Angel, and yet thought worthy of ſuch 
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Honour, unleſs by St. John, in the hurry of Affection; 
by St. John, who ſtands condemn'd by the Angel, for 
his Intention to pay him ſuch a Worſhip as was above 
the Dignity of Angels, and only due to God. 

7. Some Learned Divines enquire into the Cauſe of 
this; and amongſt the reſt, Ribera (f) writes thus: 
How is it, ſays he, that Angels are adored before the Co- 
ming of our Saviour, and ſay nothing againſt it ; but after- 
wards refuſe it? It is becauſe they behold him clothed in 
our Nature, which before they deſpiſed, and therefore are 
afraid to ſee it proſtrate before them. They dare not now 
contemn, as beluu them, what they revere, as above them, 
in the Kingdom of Heaven. Crellius (g) alſo is fond of 
this Reaſon. But indeed I think it rather ſubtile, than 
ſolid ; and I am therefore of that Opinidn, becauſe in 
the Place Ribera explains, there is no ſhadow or ap- 
pearance of it. On the other hand, the Angel refuſes 
the Worſhip which St. John intended him, upon 
Grounds of perpetual Force and Truth, which equal- 
ly belong to the Times of the Old and New Teſta- 
ment. (I.) The Angel urges, that he is a Fellow- 
Servant of the Faithful: Might the ſame be ſaid of 
the Angels under the Old Teſtament ? To be ſure : 
For David then ſpeaks of the Angels thus: (/ Who 
made his Angels Spirit, and his Miniſters a flaming Fire, 
The Angels then under the Old Teſtament were no 
leſs Miniſters of God, than Men, tho in that higher 
Station, in which they remain ſince the Coming of 
Chriſt. This might be proved from many Places of 
the New Teſtament, which plainly ſhew that more 
eminent Honour and Reverence is due to them, than 
to any Mortals (i). (2.) The other Reaſon of the An- 
gel's, in theſe words [H/orſhip God] has alſo an evident 
Relation to the Old Teſtament. Nay, it ſeems, as I 
ſaid before, to be taken from the Words of Moſes, In 


(f) In Commentariis in Apocalypſin ad locum, Cap. 19. 
(8) P. 277. 18 
(Þ). Pſal. 104. 5. Compare with it Heb, 1. 7. and laſt. 

O I Cor. 11. 10. 1 Tim. 5. 21. | 
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ſhort, when we ſpeak about the Worſhip of Angels; 
we either underſtand Civil Worſhip only, or that 
which is Divine and Religious. The former is due 
to them even under the Goſpel, for their great Ex- 
cellency above Men, and the Eminence of their Power: 
but under the Law itſelf, it is forbidden to pay them 
the latter, becauſe of their infinite Diſtance from the 


| Almighty God. Hence we read in the ( Old Teſta- 


ment, that the Angel, who appear'd to Manoah with 
the greateſt Caution, prevented the Divine Worſhip, the 
Sacrifice, intended for him. For when Manoah would 
have detain'd him, that he might make ready for him 
a ſucking Kid, he anſwers, If yew detain me, 1 wil 
not eat of the Meat; but if thou wouldſt make ready a 
Sacrifice, thou ſhalt Fer it to the Lord. As if he ſhould 
have faid, There are two Ends of providing Meat, 
either that it ſhould be eaten after the manner of Men, 
or burnt in Sacrifice to God; there is no occaſion for 
the former, and the latter is unlawful : for know, that 
Sacrifice is only to be offer'd to God. 

8. You'll ask then, how ſhall we folve the propos'd 
Difficulty > There is little in it indeed, if you'll 
ſtand by the Judgment of the Fathers. For they ſay, 
that the Word and Son of God under the Old Teſta- 
ment, the Angel of the Coyenant, very often convers'd 
with Men by Angels, or Angelical Appearances, that 
is, ſuch as the Angels commonly uſed ; and therefore 
was with very good reaſon worſhipped by Holy Men, 
to whom he appear'd. Now theſe Appearances, be- 
ing certain Earneſts, Shadows and Figures of the fu- 
ture Incarnation of the Son of God, did with juſt 


ground ceaſe after his coming in human Fleſh : when 


the Truth appear'd, what occaſion for the Shadows 
of it? Now this Reaſon given by the Fathers, ſeems 
to me much preferable to all the Conjectures of the 
Moderns. Fo | | 


(k) Judges 13. 16s 5 
+ 9. But 
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9. But to wave all Conjectures, this is certain, and 
confeſſed by the Adverſaries themſelves, that the truly 
Divine Worſhip, ſuch as is in Scripture commanded 
to be given to Jeſus Chriſt, never ought to be given 
to Angels, nor ever was given to them by Holy Men 
under the Old Teſtament. Therefore the Hereticks 
freely confeſs that the Adoration formerly given to 
Angels (granting that they were Angels) was by them 
given after a. very diflerent manner from that which 
in the Scripture of the New Teſtament is given to 
Jeſus Chriſt. They acknowledge this threefold Diffe- 
rence. 1. The Patriarchs adored the Angel as preſent 
and in their ſight, by proſtrating themſelves before 
him; but we are commanded to pay this Reſpect to 
Chriſt, tho not ſeen, and (as to his human Nature) 
far diſtant from us, even in the Heavens, which chiet- 
ly, tho not only, diſtinguiſhes Human Worfhip from 
Divine. Theſe are almoſt the very Words of Crel- 
lius (I). 2. He that formerly worſhip'd an Angel re- 
preſenting God, truly worſhip'd God himſelf imme- 
diately, the Angel only by accident; nor then was 
the Angel indeed worſhip'd as ſuch, but as repreſent- 
ing God (m). Nay, the Perſon of the Angel was no 
more worſhip'd than the Ark of the Covenant, when 
pious Men worſhip'd God himſelf towards it, as a 
Token of the Divine Preſence. On the other hand, 
our Lord Jeſus is in Scripture propos'd to be wor- 
ſhip'd immediately. This is fo true, that Socinus himſelf 
grants that Chriſt is worthy of Divine Honour, and is 
not commanded to be worſhip'd in Holy Scripture 
without the moſt weighty Reaſons, as the Scriptures 
themſelves teach us (n). 3. Such an Angel was only wor» 
ſhipped for that time, that he appear d upon Earth in 
the Name of God, and repreſented him, after which 
Divine Worſhip was no more eſteem'd due to him. 
But our Saviour is perpetually to be worſhip'd by us. 
Crellius (o) reſtrains this Perpetuity to the Duration of 
(1) P. 289. N (m) P, 277. (A) Apocal. 5 yer. 12. 


o) P. 273 
W . the 
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the World. For he writes thus: The Government of 


Chriſt. as eternal, and according to what the Angel ſays in 


St. Luke (p), not to have an end, only extends ſo far, as- 


there can be a Government over the Houſe of Jacob, and as 


this preſent Frame of things ſhall endure. Now this ſhall 


endure as lung as the World, and as long as the laſt Enemy 
of Chriſt, Death, ſhall remain unſubdu d. Upon which ac- 


count, the Son is ſo to be honour'd as the Father (g). Crellius 


had an eye to a Paſſage in the former Epiſtle. to the 
| Corinthians, where (r) St. Paul ſays, that the Son, after 
he has overcome the laſt Enemy, Death, ſhall be ſub- 
je& to the Father, and will give up the Kingdom to 
him. Now in my mind (5) Peter Martyr has very well 


reconciled this Place, with thoſe that aſcribe an abſo- 
lute Eternity to the Kingdom of Chriſt. To reign, or 


govern, is ſometimes taken for excelling others, having the 
P;e-eminence, or the higheſt Place over others. Nou in this 
ſenſe Chriſt will alway, reign. But if we ſay, that to reigu 
#s the ſame as to exerciſe the Offices of a King, to fight 
for, to defend, to conquer, and the like; Chriſt will not al- 
ways reign, For when we are perfect and compleat, we 
ſhall have no occaſion for theſe Aids of Chriſt. When be 
came into the World, he preach*d, he taught, he died for 
our Salvation; now alſo he intercedes for us with the Fa- 
ther, he defends us from imminent Dangers, and never in- 
termits his Mediatorial Offices and Actions. But at the 
end, when he hath made an univerſal Peace, he will refigu 
theſe Office, to the Father, becauſe then there will be no fur- 
| ther eccafion for them. Thus, when a powerful Prince ſends 
his only Son to ſume Province of his Realm, which is ſeditious, 
tumultum) and rebellitus, the & n goes with Command and 
a ſtrong Force; but when he has quieted the Commotions, 
and ſubdu'd the Rebels, he returns Conqueror to his Father, 
triumphs, ard delivers up the Province in Peace to his Fa- 
ther, no longer uſes the military Command, or the Legions, 
&c. Now that Chriſt, after he has deliver d the Me- 


(p) Ch. 1. ver. 33. () Joh. 5. 23. () 1 Cor. 15. 28. 
_ (5 Communium locorum Claſſ. 2, Cap. 17. . 14. p. 293. 
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diatorial Kingdom to the Father, ſhall not be depriv'd 
of his Divine Honour, Dignity, Command and Wor- 
ſhip; but, together with God the Father, ſhall be 
adored to all Eternity by all Saints, yea by Angels 
and Archangels ; many Places of Scripture (t) inform 
us, | | 

10. Let the Hereticks then no longer defend their 
ſinking Cauſe from the Example of the Angels, who 
repreſenting God under the Old Teſtament, were 
Partakers of Divine Worſhip ; ſince, by their Confeſ- 
fion, thoſe Examples are nothing to their purpoſe. For 
from the threefold Difference juſt now mention'd, we 
can draw three invincible Arguments for the Son's 
Divinity. From the firſt we argue thus: Whoſoever 
in Heaven may and ought to be worſhipped by Men 
on Earth, is God: But Chriſt in Heaven, c. 'There- 
fore Chriſt is God. Our Adverſaries grant the Aſ- 
ſumption, and the Truth of the Propoſition is clear. 
For whoſoever is ſo worſhip'd, either underſtands it, 
or he does not; if he underſtands it not, he is wor- 
ſhip'd in vain; if he underſtands it, he is omniſcient 


and omnipreſent, and conſequently God. You'll ſay 


that does not follow, becauſe he may underſtand by 
Divine Revelation. But, I ſay, this is abſolutely im- 
poſſible. For that Knowledge is above a created Un- 
derſtanding, and therefore no Creature can have it 
either of himſelf; or from another. For the Illuſtra- 
tion of this Matter, take that moſt noble Part of Di- 
vine Worſhip, Divine Invocation, which clearly be- 
longs to Chriſt, as the Scriptares (u) teſtify. Sure it is 
impoſſible that a human Soul, illuminated by what 
degree ſoever of Divine Light, ſhould at the ſame 
time know and underſtand all the Vows and Prayers, 
daily put up by ſo many Millions of Men, in ſo many 
Places ſo widely diſtant, to the Name of Chriſt, in the 


(t) Rom. 9. 5, Heb. 13. 21. 1 Pet. 4. 11.5. II. compared 
evith 2 Pet. 3. 18. Apocal. 1. 5, 6.— 5. 12, 123 | | 

(½) Acts 2. 21.—7. 59.—9. 11, 14.— 22. 16, Rom. 10. 13. 
x Cor. 1. 2. 1 Theſſ. 3. 11, 12, 13. 2 Theſſ. 2, 16, 1). 
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ſame moment. The Mind of Chriſt as Man, and ex- 


alted to the right hand of God, is indeed wonderfully 
reat ; but yet it is not infinite, ſo as to penetrate all 


Places, and all Perſons, by whom his Sacred Name is 


at the ſame time invoked in both the Hemiſpheres, and 
to perceive alſo the moſt ſecret Thoughts of their 
Hearts, who call upon him. It is the Eye of God 
only, who at one Glance beholds and ſurveys the 
Whole Globe of the Earth. Whence the Socinians, 


Who make uſe of this laſt ſhift to eſtabliſn the Divine 


Invocation of Chriſt, tho? only mere Man, whilſt they 
laugh at the Popiſh Dream, by which they commonly 
defend the Invocation of Saints, the -Glaſs of rhe 
Trinity (in which the Bleſſed can ſee in the Eſſence 
of God, as in a Glaſs, all that is made or done upon 


Earth; yea, can even know the moſt ſecret Thoughts 
pf our Hearts) render themſelves indeed ridiculous to 


all prudent Men: For if ſuch an Omniſcience can 
be communicated to the Soul of Chriſt as Man, by 
Divine Revelation, no good reaſon can be given why 
the Souls of the Saints, in the ſame manner, may not 
be, and are not made Partakers of the ſame in their 
way. Nowvatian's Argument then is invincible, and in 
ſpite of the Hereticks will always continue ſo: (x) 
Chriſt was only Man, how is he preſent every where when 
ino d, ſince to be capable of being every where, is not the 
Nature of Man, but of God. | 


11. This Argument preſs'd Socinus grievouſly, wha 
from it fearing the Ruin of his Cauſe concerning the 


meer Humanity of Chriſt, was forced to aſſert confi- 
dently, that there was no Divine Precept which ob- 
liged any Man to call upon the Name of Jeſus Chriſt 
in his Prayers. Thus in his third Epiſtle to Radecius : 
Here” in the firſt place he confounds Adoration with Invo- 
cation, which ought not to be, fince the Reaſon of both is 
different, For tho T don't at all doubt that there is a Pre- 
cept for adoring Chriſt, aud that, tho there was not, that be 


x) P, 71 70 
certainly 
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certainly ought to be ador d, yet I can't think the ſame of 
invoking him, ſince Invocation is taken for the imploring his 
Aid, and the Direction of our Prayers, For here I am of 
Opinion, that we may indeed well do it, that is, may juſtly 
direct our Prayers to Chriſt himſelf, but yet that there is 
nothing to oblige us to it. And in another Place (9) : 
We may invoke the Lord Chriſt, but we are under no Obli- 
gation to do it. He is yet more boldly blaſphemous, 
where he ſays (2), But if any one has ſuch a degree of Faith, 
as that he dares always apply himſelf direfly to God, he 
has no occaſion to invoke Chriſt, Thus he writes: 1. Now 
if Radecius confounds Adoration and Invocation, Seci= 
nus certainly diſtinguiſhes them too ſubtilely. For all 
Men own that Invocation 1s that, in which the Wor- 
ſhip, or Adoration truly Divine, does eſpecially con- 
fiſt, and therefore that it is frequently taken for the 
whole of Divine Worſhip in Holy Scripture. But 
indeed what Divine Worſhip he grants to Chriſt, whs 
denies him Invocation, I can't imagine. 2. That Say- 
ing of his, We may worſhi Chriſt, but we are not oblig d 
to it, ſeems incomprehenſible. For I ask, is there an 
Precept for invoking Chriſt in Scripture, or not ? 
there is, then we ought, we are obliged to invoke 
him. But if there is no ſuch Precept in Holy Writ, 
certainly we can't do it without Sin; unleſs indeed 
Divine Invocation (the chief Part of the Divine Wor- 
ſhip) be entirely left at our Diſpoſal. You'll ſay, tho 
we are not commanded to invoke Chriſt, yet there 
are broad Hints in Scripture, which plainly ſuggeſt 
to us, that he is a very proper Object of Divine Invo- 
cation, and therefore may juſtly be invoked by us. 
What are theſe? You'll tell me perhaps, it is plain 
from Scripture, that Chriſt is very well inclined to- 
wards us, that he thoroughly knows all the Neceſſities 
of our Souls and Bodies, and is a moſt curious Inſpector 
of all the Secrets of our Hearts, ſo as to know how. 


( Reſponſio ad Fr. David. 
(z) Diſputatio cum Frankenio, p. . 


all 


Ids The Primitive and 
all who call upon him, are affected to him (a). Laſtly; 
that he is Almighty, can free us from all impending 
Evils, be they never ſo great, and can put us in poſ- 
ſeſſion of all the good things we want (b), I anſwer : 
Theſe things are indeed requiſite to make a proper 
Object of Divine Invocation. But, 1. Theſe Attri- 
butes argue the Divine Nature of him, who has them, 
and cannot belong to mere Man, or any created Na- 
ture. Therefore the Socinian Hypotheſis ſinks, name- 
ly, that Chriſt is mere Man, or granting this, that he 
is a fit Object of Invocation truly Divine. 2. Our 
Argument 1s ſtill good. For I ask, Whether theſe 
Perfections of Chriſt, celebrated in Scripture, by 
Which he is made a proper Object of Divine Invoca- 
tion, be ſuch, as that from them Chriſt has a right to 
that Worſhip ? If you ſay they are, then it will ne- 
ceſlarily follow, that we not only may, but ought to 
invoke Chriſt ; for certainly we ought to give every 
one his due, eſpecially Chriſt : But if you deny that 
they are, it will follow that Chriſt can't lawfully be 
| invoked by us. For we can't, without Sin, give any 
| one Divine Worſhip (eſpecially Invocation) who has 
no right to it. So inconſiſtent is that; We may invoke 
the Lord Chriſt, but we are not oblig'd to it. Nomojevius, 
otherwiſe a great Admirer of Socinus, ſaw this, and 
| makes a Note, very well worth our obſerving, upon 
1 his Words juſt now cited (c): I have diligently read your 
1 Anſwer to the Arguments of Francis David, where you aſ- 
Bj: ſert the Invocation of the Lord Chriſt, and the Honour due 
1 to his Sacred Name, and defend it againſt his Calumnies. 
i But in my Thoughts you have not only obſcur'd your excel= 
| tent Opinion by a few Words, but alſo render d it dubious, 
d 


and confirm*d your Adverſaries in their Error. Do you de- 

fire to know what has done all this Miſchief ? I tell you 
| 1 in ſhort. Thoſe Words which you often add [We may in- 
Y voke Chriſt, but we are under no Tie or Obligation 


(a) Apocal. 2. 23, : 00 Phil. 3. 21. 
(c) Ep. 1. to Socinus, An. Dom. 1587. 
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to do it] threaten your Cauſe with Ruin. I can t perceive 
how theſe things can be reconcil d, We are not oblig'd, ' 
and yet we may. As if in the Affair of our Salvation, 
it was free for us to do, or omit any thing, as we ſaw it 
more or leſs neceſſary. 1 2 | 

12. Laſtly, It is plain from Holy Writ, that we are 
oblig'd to give the Worſhip of divine Invocation to 
the Lord Chriſt. It is manifeſt even from this, that 
in Scripture, all Chriſtians, by virtue of their Reli- 
gion, are ſuppos'd to invoke Chriſt. For this Reaſon 
they are deſcrib'd by thele Words: Thoſe that call 
upon the name of Jeſus (d). Beſides, by divine Pre- 
cept we are oblig'd to give the ſame Worſhip and 
Honour to the Son, as we give to the Father (e). But 
no one will deny that Invocation is due to the Father. 
Laſtly, the Invocation of Jeſus Chriſt is commanded 
us in the Goſpel, as a Condition abſolutely neceſſary 
to the obtaining Salvation: Hhoſoever ſhall call upon the 
name of the Lord, ſhall be ſaved (f). Here by the 
Word Lord, the Context plainly ſhews that Chriſt is 
meant. For, (I.) the Lord, concerning the invoking 
whom, he ſpeaks, is evidently the ſame, who is pro- 
pos'd by him as the Obje& of (g) Chriſtian Faith, that 
is, the Lord Jeſus. (2.) 'The Apoſtle teaches, that 
the ſame Lord is to be call'd upon by all under Peril of 
Salvation, in whom the Jews did not believe, and of 
whom they might ſay that they had not heard (), x hich 
every Man may ſee can only be underſtood of our Sa- 
viour. Now it is clear as any thing can be from the 
Places cited, that the Invocation of this Lord, is not 
only commanded, but alſo univerſally requir'd as an 
abſolutely neceſſary condition of obtaining Salvation. 
It 1s almoſt as clear, that [zo call upon the name of the 
Lord] in this Place, is the ſame as to implore the 
Lord's aid, or to direct our Prayers to him, or at 
teaſt, comprehends that under it. For invoking the 


(4) Acts 9. 14. x Cor. 1. 2. (e) John 5. 23. | 
(F) Rom. 10. 13. (g) V. 9, 10, 11, 12. GWV 
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Name of God, has certainly two Senſes in Holy Scrip- 
ture. (I.) It is in general taken for the whole Vor- 
ſhip of God (i). This Signification ſeems to have had 
this Original, (as Crellius well (&) obſerves) that In- 
yocation was more frequent than the other Parts of Re- 
ligion, and upon that account more excellent than the 
reſt, ſince Neceſſity itſelf uſually forces us to call up- 
on him, and implore his aid, whom we eſteem and 
worſhip as our God; infomuch, that among Men, 
he that does not invoke any one, is never thought to 
take him for his God. (2.) In a ſtricter Senſe, it is 
taken for Prayer to God; which Word alſo is ſome- 
times uſed in a more large, and ſometimes in a more 
confin'd Senſe. In a more large Senſe, when it com- 
prehends Thankſgiving, as it () frequently doth ; and 
that for this Reaſon, becauſe they are commonly join'd 
one with the other. In a ſtriker, or more confin'd 
and proper Senſe, when it is taken for the deſiring 
fome Good, or imploring the divine Aſſiſtance. The 
former Senſe of the Word feems to me moſt natural 
in this Place; but chuſe whether you pleaſe, our 
Argument from the Place is valid. But, O Bleſſed 
Jeſus, to what times haſt thou reſerv'd us, which can 
fuffer ſuch horrid Blaſphemy againſt thy Holy Name! 
Who can hear theſe things without weeping ; namely, 
That no one is oblig'd to pray to thee for thy divine 
Grace and Aſſiſtance ; eſpecially from thoſe, who pre- 
tend themſelves Worſhippers of thy Majeſty ? | 
1 13. Into the ſame depth of Madneſs, driven by the 
fame Neceſſity, (m) Volkelius fell after Socinus, and 
il Schlictingius: Yea, Crellius himſelf, who talks much 
it _ every where of the divine Worſhip of Jeſus Chriſt, 
1 in ſome Places either runs into the Opinion of 
Socinus, or is not far from it. Thus he ſpeaks of thoſe 
i) Gen. 12. 8. & 13. 4. & 21. 37. Pſal. 14. 5. 
. 5 0 P. * e 
() Luke 18. 10, 11. Acts 3. 1. & 16. 13. Phil. 1. 3, 4. 
(n) Volkelius de Vera Relig. Lib. 3. Cap. 11, de Invoca- 
tione Chriſti ad Meiſner, p. 206, & 207, | 
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who in their Prayers are defective, are that way in 
the Extremes: He eſpecially notes thoſe () who will nt 
direct Prayers to him, and who don't direct them, when there 
is occaſion, to him, to whom they not only might, but for 
ome certain Reaſons ought to do it; adding by way of 
Example, As, if any one will not invoke Chriſt, when 
others of the Faithful direct their Prayers to him, or Edifi= 
cation otherwiſe requires it, or the Spirit itſelf ſuggeſts and 
dictates it to ſome one. Obſerve what a String of Limi- 
tations ! The Heretick indeed confeſſes that we may 
dire&t our Prayers to Chriſt, but are not abſolutely 
oblig'd to it, except in certain Caſes; as when others 
do it, leſt we ſhould' make an unneceſlary Separation; 
or when Edification requires it, that is, when there is 
Danger, that, if we refuſe to invoke him, weak Bre- 
thren ſhould ſuſpect, and not without Cauſe indeed, 
that we deny divine Worſhip to Chriſt; or laſtly, 
when the Spirit dictates it, that is, when we have a 
fancy to do it, or as oft as we have a mind. But 
why, I befeech you, muſt a Chriſtian expect the 
Dictate of the Spirit before he preſumes to direct his 
Prayers to Chriſt 2 There is great danger, forſooth, 
that he ſhould pray to no purpoſe, pour himſelf forth 
into the empty Air; becauſe it is very uncertain, when 
the Man Chriſt is ſenſible of our Devotions, or when 
he may be acquainted with the Prayers directed to 
him, by divine Revelation : and therefore in this moſt 
dubious Caſe, we muſt have Information from the Ho- 
ly Spirit. Good God! how deep a Myſtery of Ini- 
quity is Socinianiſm { _ | 
14. I've been the larger upon this Difference, be- 
cauſe I thought it wou'd be of uſe to the Reader, 
who is unacquainted with the Tricks and Frauds of 
the Hereticks, with whom we are engag'd. I come 
now to the ſecond difference obſerv*d by Crellius, and 
from this I ſhall draw another Argument for the Son's 
Divinity. Whoſoever is to be worſhip'd immediate- 


(n) Pag. 398. 


ly, 
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ly, or in himſelf with divine Honour, and therefore is 


alſo worthy of ſuch Worſhip, muſt be true God, 
God by Nature: But Chriſt is to be worſhip'd im- 


mediately, or in himſelf, with divine Honour, c. 


as the Scripture expreſly affirms, and the Adver- 
ſaries themſelves. confeſs. Therefore Chriſt is true 
God, God by Nature. The Propoſition here is very 
eaſy to be prov'd. No one can be worthy of divine 
Worſhip, who has not a divine, that is, an infinite 
' Dignity and Excellence; (for that divine Excellence, 
is the only Foundation of truly divine Worſhip) bur 
divine and infinite Dignity and Excellence only belong 
to God, can't fall to the ſhare of any Creature (for 
finite is not capable of infinite) therefore, &c. How 
unanſwerable this Argument is, appears evidently 
from the Diſpute between Fauſtus Socinus, and 
Chriſtianus Frankenius, concerning the Honour of 
Chriſt, where you find the unfortunate Heretick 
ſtrangely preſs'd and reduc'd to his laſt Shifts by his 


Adverſary with almoſt this very Syllogiſm. This 


Prankenius was one of Socinus's Diſciples, who aſſert- 
ed, as well as he, that Chriſt was mere Man, but ex- 
tended the Tenet further than his Maſter would have 


had him; arguing from it, by neceſſary Conſequence, 


that our Saviour was not to be worſhip'd by Religi- 
ous or Divine Worſhip. He and Socinus had a diſ- 
pute about it in the Hall of Chriſtopher Paulicovius, 
March 14. 1584. Frankenius's firſt Argument was 


this (o): As great as the Diſtance is betwixt the Creator and 


a Creature, ſo great the Difference ought to be between the 
Honour given to the Creator and the Creature; but there is 


the greateſt Difference between the Creator and the Creature, 


bor in Nature and ih Dignity : Therefore there ought alſo 


to be the greateſt Difference between the Honour of God and 


the Creature. But the Honour chiefly owing to God is reli- 
gious Adoration; therefore it is not to be given to a Crea- 


(o) De Adoratione Chriſti, diſp. cum Frankenio, p. 4. 


ture ; 


| 
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ture; therefore not to Chriſt, whom you own to be a mere 
Creature. What ſays Socinus to this Argument? He 
anſwers thus: Tho? there be the greateſt Difference between 


Cod and a Creature, there is no Neceſſity that there ſhould 
be ſuch a Difference between the Honour of God and a Cre- 


ture, For God can commmunicate his Honour to whom he 


pleaſes, eſpecially to Chriſt, who is worthy ſuch Honour, 
and is not commanded to be ador'd in Scripture without 


the moſt weighty Reaſons. A. ridiculous Anſwer in- 


deed, and a mere begging the Queſtion ! For the 
Queſtion between Socinus and his Adverſary was 
this : Whether Chriſt, if a mere Creature, cou'd be 


honour'd with divine Worſhip 2 Frankenius proves, 


that he could not, becauſe the diſtance between God 
and a Creature, and conſequently between the Ho- 
nour due to one and the other, muſt be infinite. Be- 
ſides, God can't allow divine Worſhip to any to 
whom he does not alſo give the divine Nature and 
Excellence, of which no Creature is capable: For 
that would be repugnant to both the divine Wiſdom 
and Truth ; to the divine Wiſdom, becauſe thus God 
would confer a Title without reality and foundation; 
and therefore to the divine Truth, becauſe then he 


would oblige his Creature to a lye, z. e. would com- 


mand him to aſcribe divine Dignity and Excellence to 
him, (for herein properly conſiſts the truly divine Ado- 
ration) in whom ſuch Excellence neither was, nor 
cou'd be. Laſtly, How a mere Creature could be 
worthy divine Worſhip, or what thoſe weighty 
Cauſes are, for which Chriſt, tho* mere Man, is com- 
manded to be ador'd in Holy Scripture, no Socinian 
will ever be able to explain. Therefore Socinus had 
nothing elſe to reply to Frankenius, after he had prov'd 
by many Teſtimonies, that Divine Worſhip cou'd not 
þ- comm tnicared to any Creature, but this (Pp), can 


anſaer all thoſe Teſtimonies, To this Frankenius re- 
ns ig) And can give a probable Anſwer to all your 
V * | (4; LP 8 8. 
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Places which urge the Adoration of Chriſt. At length S 
cinus, overcome by the Arguments, but not willing to 
yield, ſays: Im as ſure of the Truth of my Opinion, as 1 
am that I have this Hat in my Hande. To which 
Frankenius by way of ridicule anſwers (r): That Aſſu- 
rance of yours can't be a Rule of Faith to me and others. 
For there is another will tell you, that he is very fully per- 
ſuaded from Holy Scripture of the Truth of the contrary 
Opinion. Thus it is utterly impoſſible from the Soci- 
nian Hypotheſis, to defend the divine Worſhip of 
Jeſus Chriſt. ; 

I5. I come now to the third and laſt Difference, 
from which I argue thus: Whoſoever is to be ho- 
nour'd with divine Worſhip, as well as God the 
Father, ,for ever, is by Nature God as well as the 
Father : But Chriſt is to be honour'd with divine 
Worſhip for ever, as well as the Father ; therefore 
Chriſt is God by Nature, as well as the Father. 
The minor of this Argument we have prov'd be- 
fore, (1.) From very plain Teſtimonies of Holy Scrip- 
ture, when we ſpoke concerning this third Diffe- 
rence. The Truth of the Propolition is clear from 
thoſe places of Scripture (which are very many) 
where the true God is diſtinguiſh'd from the Crea- 
tures, as being he, to whom alone divine Honour 
and Glory is due for ever and ever (s). (2.) From 
this undeniable Reaſon, that the Foundation of 
eternal Worſhip muſt be eternal; but there can 
be no other eternal Foundation than this, that he 
who is thus to be worſhip'd, is by Nature God; 
therefore Chriſt, who is thus to be worſhip'd, is God. 
The Hereticks make the mediatorial Office of Chriſt 
the Foundation of the divine Worſhip due to him. 
Now if this was true, it would neceſſarily follow, that 

the divine Worſhip of Jeſus our Lord, ſhould then 
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deaſe, when the Scriptures expreſly affirm, that medi- 
atorial Kingdom ſhall ceaſe, namely, after Death the 
laſt Enemy is conquer'd, i. e. after the Reſurrection, 
and the laſt Judgment (t); for the Cauſe being taken 
away, the Effect muſt ceaſe. Thus much for the firſt 
Objection of the Hereticks. What tlfey have gain'd 
by it, let the impartial Reader judge. 
16. Bur our Adverſaries have yet another Argu- 
ment in which they greatly confide. For they ſay 
that the Scriptures have expreſly decided the Queſtion 
concerning divine Worſhip due to Chriſt for them; 
where they teach, both that Royal Authority, or 
judicial Power, is the Foundation of the divine Wor- 
ſhip due to Chriſt ; and that this Authority or Power 
was given to him by the Father, as Man. Now 
theſe two Points are clear from the Collation of 
St. John, Chap. 5. v. 22, 23. [ For the Father judgeth no 
man, but hath given all judgment to the Son, that all men 
ſhould honour the Son, as they honour the Father] with the 
27th Verſe of the ſame Chapter. And the Father 
| hath given him Power of exerciſing Judgment becauſe 
he is the Son of Man. To theſe two Places they add 
a third (u), where the Apoſtle expreſly teaches, that 
God hath given to the Man Chriſt, exalted to the 
greateſt height after his Death, and upon account of 
it, a name above every name, that at the name of Jeſus 
every knee ſhould bow, &c. Now that theſe Places of 
_ Scripture, which fill every Page of their Writings, 
(and which they repeat till they are hoarſe) are no- 
thing to their purpoſe, will plainly appear after an ac- 
ens Diſquiſition concerning the true meaning of 
tnem. | Ws | 3 | 
17. (I.) As for the 27th Verſe of the 5th Chapter 
of St. John (the Interpretation whereof depends upon 
the 22d and 23d Verſes of the ſame Chapter) the 
Opinions of learned Men have been various concerns 
ing the Senſe of it. 1. Chryſoſtom diſapproves the 
Teceiv'd Punctation of the Words, and thinks the 
() 1 Cor. 15. 24, &c. (.) Phil. 2.6, &c. 
Vol. II. A a Senſe 
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'Senſe (admitting that Punctation) inconſiſtent 3 for 


Chriſt did not therefore receive the Power of judging, 
becauſe he was Man; if that had been the Reaſon, 
the ſame Power muſt have been given to all Men. He 


therefore bids us diſtinguiſh or point the Reading 


thus: And he hath given him power alſo to exerciſe judg- 
ment ; there make a Semicolon, and then proceed : 
Vonder not at this, becauſe he is the Son of Man ; for the 
hour cometh, &c. So then this is the Senſe : What J 
have ſaid of the Power of giving eternal Life, and of 
Judging, don't you think incredible, becauſe you ſee I am 
a Man ; for Iam alſo the Sou of God, as ſhall be evident to 
you hereafter by the Reſurrection, which 1 will accompliſh. 
This Punctation of Chryſoſtom's has been approv'd by 
Cyril and Theophhylact among the Antients, and by a ve- 
Ty learned Modern, F. Junius. Nor indeed is it light- 
ly to be rejected; for the Syriac Interpreter (of great 
Authority, and with good Reaſon) has diſtinguiſh'd 
the Members of this Sentence after the ſame manner, 
and render'd it thus : And he hath given him the Power 
of exerciſing Judgment. Wonder not at it now, becauſe he 
is the Son of Man. : | | | 
18, (2.) Others not changing the Punctation, think 
our Saviour had an eye in theſe Words to that place 
of (x) Daniel, where he propheſies that Power and 


Government ſhould be given to the Son of Man from 


the Antient of Days; as if it had been ſaid, That be- 
cauſe he is the Son of Man foretold by Daniel, therefore 
Dominion, and an everlaſting Kingdom over the Gentiles 
ſhould be given him. So Camero has interpreted it, and 
after him Erotius. But the want of the diſtinctive 
Article, or the Article by way of eminence. (as Eraſ- 


mus obſerves) is repugnant to this Expoſition. It is 


written 57: vi%s arbor, not. 5]: 6 vis, &c, Now thus it 


ought to have been written, if deſign d to point out 


a Perſon emphatically call'd the Son of Man. 
19. The generality of Divines expound this Place 
concerning the Incarnation and Exinanition of the Son, 

(x) Chap. 7. v. 13, 13. T 


thus: 
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thus: The Father hath therefore given Chriſt the ju- 
diciary Power, becauſe he vouchſafed to be made the 
Son of Man, that is, Man, for the Salvation of 

Men; and tho' God took upon him Humanity, that he 
might ſave Mankind, by expoſing it to Death. 
Wherefore he merited by this ſo great an Exinanition, 
the being made Man, and dying for Men, this ad- 
vancement to the judiciary Power, that ſo he ſhould 
be the Judge as well as the Saviour of all Men. Ac- 
cording to this Expoſition (a very probable one) 
- Chriſt deſcribes his own Humiliation ſpoken of, 
Phil. 2. 7. There the Apoſtle exhorts the Faithful to 
Humbleneſs of Mind, from Chriſt's Example, who, 
tho” in the Form of God, i. e. God, and therefore, in 
reſpect of his Nature, equal to God the Father, yet 
did not take upon him that Equality, did not carry 
himſelf as God, did not make a ſhew of it, being 
far from Pomp and Oſtentation; but freely let him- 
ſelf down, humbled himſelf, taking upon him the 
form of a Servant, and being made Man, Oc. there- 
fore his Father gave him a Name above every Name, 
Oc. exactly as in the Paſſage of St, John it is ſaid, 
That therefore the power of judging was given to the Son, 
becauſe he was the Son of Man. | 
| 20. Laſty, Auſtin and Bede interpret the Place thus; 
hat the Father had transferr'd the Power of judging 
3 the quick and the dead upon the Son, becauſe he was 
„„ the Son of Man; that is, as he was a Perſon proper and 
> | ſuitable to the Office. This Interpretation the learn- 
2 ed Maldonate (y) boldly affirms to be true; who alſo 
> | upon the 22d Verſe of the ſame Chapter gives us the 
1 ſame Expoſition more at large (z): Nou the Father is 
8 | ſaid to judge no Man, not that he doth not judge in deed; for 
— whatſoever one Perſon-doth extra ſeipſam, as the Divines 
t define, all the Perſons do at the ſame time; but becauſe he 
doth nit judge in the Perſon of a Judge viſible to rhoſe 
© whom he judges, doth not talk with them, paſs a verbal 
Li Sentence upon them; in a word, doth not judge in an external 
way, and judicial form, he is ſaid to judge no one. For 
- = (y) In locum. (2) In locum. 
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the Son alone judgeth in this Senſe, becauſe he alone is Man, 
ſuch as hefhou'd be who judges me (a). Therefore it is gi- 
ven as a Reaſon why the Father hath given all judgment to 
the Son, becauſe he is the Son of Man. You ſee how ma- 
ny ways this Place may be expounded. Now take 
which of the Expoſitions you pleaſe, it will be of no 
Service to the Hereticks. 'To confeſs the 'Truth, 
there is a little too much obſcurity and ambiguity, in 
the 'Text, to make it the Foundation of any ſound 
reaſoning. 
21. As for the Place cited out of the Epiſtle to the 
Philippians, what the Hereticks preſume, is there af- 
firm'd, namely, That the Father gave Chriſt, as mere 
Man, a Divine Empire over Men, after his Death, is 
falſe. The very Words of the Place teach the con- 
trary, that is, that he who took upon him the Form 
of a Servant, was made Man, before that, was in the 
Form of God, and conſequently equal to God (b); 
and that he therefore obtain'd the greateſt Glory in 
the Heavens, and a Name above every Name, becauſe 
he condeſcended to be made Man for the Salvation of 
| Men, and ſhew'd himſelf obedient to the Father, e- 
ven to the Death of the Croſs. The Truth and Cer- 
tainty of this Anſwer depends upon our Interpreta- 1 
tion of the Words | Being in the Form of God, and ta- | 
king upon him the Firm of a Servant, | How true and 
natural it is, every one will ſee, who will conſider the 
Words of St. Paul with Attention and Impartiality. 
For the Apoſtle plainly teaches two things in this 
(a) Irenæus, Lib. 3. Cap. 9. | 
(b) Dr. Clarke has Iabour'd this Point without any notice of this 
act urate Expoſition, and brought in our Author, as of his Mind in in- 
terpreting the greateſt Difficulty of the Text. He makes ĩec bw, or ev. 
des bebu, moſt properly to ſignify, To be honour'd as God; and ſays 


our Lerd willingly condeſcended to humble himſelf firſt into the Form of. 
a Servant, and then was exalted to be lea de, honour'd as Lord of 
all things. If this be the true Interpretation, how ſhall we explain 
thoſe Texts of Scripture, and thoſe Paſſages of Antiquity, <vhich aſſert - 
| bis Glory and Honour with the Father to be the ſame before he came 
down from Heaven, as after? What a wonderful Condeſcenſion was 
it in him, not to covet to he honour'd as God, and what an incompre- 
benſible thing that he ſbeuld think of it at all, «who was not God? 
| Place: 


= þp Of A a - 
. 9 8 GE 1 ere AoC 


. 4 9 A 3 4 Wh os SIA gr trek A Ie ES PUP SIRI HON AY > acer; 
* . x d 5 s HON THAT TI it , ñę ß ICE OG OS BY 15 5 
A wm 17 en, 8 I 2 — » * 64 
«O16 ga RAS III 2 IPA fo 22s 


Apoſtolical TRAbITION, G. 373 
Place: 1. That our Saviour was, and ſubſiſted in the 
Form of God, before he took upon him the Form of 
a Servant. Nothing is clearer. For here the Apo- 
ſtle obſerves upon, and propoſes the Example of our 
Saviour's wonderful Condeſcenſion, who, tho in the 


Form of God, empty'd, or degraded himſelf in taking 


upon him the Form of a Servant. Now all Conde- 
ſcenſion ſuppoſes a more exalted State before it, from 
which a Perſon deſcends into a lower. 2. 'That Chriſt 


then took upon him the Form of a Servant, when he 


was made Man. This is evident from the Words 
of the Apoſtle : He empty'd himſelf, taking upon him 
the Form of a Servant, being made in the Likeneſs of 
Men. In this the old Latin Interpreter agrees with 
the Greek. Here is a continu'd Expoſition, in which 


the latter Member of the Sentence immediately ſuc- 


ceeds the former, and explains it without any Con- 
junction copulative. If you ask how Chriſt empty'd 
or degraded himſelf, the Apoſtle tells you, by taking 
upon him the Form of a Servant. If again you ask 
how Chriſt took upon him the Form of a Servant, the 


Anſwer immediately follows, by being made in the 


Likeneſs of Men, made Man, in all things, Sin only 
excepted, like unto us. Now from what has been 
ſaid, it is clear that our Saviour ſubſiſted, and that in 
the Form of God, before he took upon him human 
Nature, and therein the Form of a Servant, To make 
this ſtill more evident, two things are eſpecially to be 
obſerved. 1. That the Form of a Servant doth not 
here ſignify the ſervile Condition of Man, as it is op- 


| poſed to the State and Condition of a free Man, one 


that 1s his own Maſter, as the Hereticks contend, and 


ſome Catholicks have impudently granted. For here 


the Form of a Servant is manifeſtly opposd to the 
Form of God. Now all Creatures, compared to God, 


have the Form of Servants, and ſtand oblig'd to obey 


God. Hence the Apoſtle, after he had ſaid that our 
Saviour took upon him the Form of a Servant, being 
made in the likeneſs of Men, quickly adds, being 
made obedient, namely to God the Father. This the 

Aaz Apo- 
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Apoſtle alſo ſignifies in another Place (c), where, after 
having ſaid that God the Father, in the Fulneſs of 
Time, ſent forth his Son made of a Woman, he im- 
mediately adds, made under the Lau: Our Saviour 
therefore then took upon him the Form of a Servant, 
when he took upon him the created, that is, the hu- 
man Nature, and in that Nature was made obedient 
to God. 2. The Apoſtle's elegant Gradation, in de- 
ſcribing the Exinanition of Chriſt, is to be obſerved : 
This by the Catholick Interpretation is preſerved en- 
tire ; but by che Heretical Comment is obſcurd, yea 
wholly deſtroy'd. Chriſt, ſays the Apoſtle, emptyd 
himſelf, taking upon him the Form of a Servant. This 
might have been ſaid of him, if he had taken upon 
him the Narure of Angels; for Angels themſelves are 
the Miniſters and Servants of God. Therefore he 
ſubjoins, Being made in the likeneſs of Men, and therefore 
a little lower than Angels (d). It follows, And being 
found in faſhion as a Man, he humbled himſelf, being made 
obedient, &e. He not only, tho God, took upon him 
human Nature, but alſo greatly humbled himſelf in 
it, being made in all things obedient to the Father, 
even to Death, and that the Death of the Croſs, a 
painful, infamous and ignominious Death. But that 
the Words, in which the Apoſtle deſcribes the State, 
in which our Saviour was before his Exinanition, may 
be better underſtood, we muſt repeat, what we be- 
fore obſerved, that the Form of God, and Form of a Ser- 
want, or Similitude of Men, are oppos'd to one another. 
As therefore Chriſt was ſo made in the Similitude of 
Men, as to be a true Man; in like manner alſo he 
was ſo in the Form of God, as to be very God. Beſides, 
from this Oppoſition, of the Form of God, and the Form 
of a Servant, ve may ſtrongly conclude againſt the 
Ariaus, that the Nature of Chriſt, in which he ſub- 
ſiſted as the Son of God, before his Incarnation, was 
not a created Nature. The Son of God then only 
took upon him the Form of a Servant, when he took 
upon him a created Nature, being made in the like- 
{) Gal. 4. 4. (4) Heb. 2. 9. compar d with ver. 16, 
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neſs of Man ; he was never before in the Form of a 


Servant, but ſubſiſted in the Form of God. But ac- 
cording to the Arians, who take the Son of God for 


a Creature, that Son of God was always, even before 
his Incarnation, in the Form of a Servant. For every 


Creature, even the moſt excellent, as I obſerved juſt 


now, compared to God, is in the Form of a Servant, 
and is obliged to ſerve and obey God. Hence it is 
alſo plain, that the Son of God, according to his more 
excellent Nature, in which he ſubſiſted before the 
Incarnation, was equal to God his Father ; as is ma- 
nifeſtly taught by the Apoſtle in the following Words. 
Conſult alſo what we have cited from the Primitive 


Fathers, Hermas, Clemens Romanus, and Juſtin Martyr, 


for the Illuſtration of this Place (e). From all theſe 
things it is clear, that the Socinians have appeal'd to 
this Paſſage of the Apoſtle to no purpgſe, nay to the 
Ruin of their own Cauſe. 

22. But it may here be ask'd, how it can be under- 
ſtood from our Hypotheſis, by which the Son is God 


of God, and Partaker of the ſame Glory with God the 


Father, that the Divine Government was deliver'd up 
to him after his Paſſion and Reſurre&ion. I anſwer, 
it may be underſtood three Ways: 1. After this man- 
ner, 'That the Son of God, having accompliſh'd the 


Work of Man's Redemption upon Earth, acquir'd to 


himſelf a Divine Government over Men by a new and 
real Title, and confequentiy Divine Honour to be 
paid him by Men, namely, by the Title of Saviour or 
Redeemer. Our Learned Jackſon /) very well ex: 
plains this Matter in his Commentaries upon the A? 
poſtles Creed, thus: God the Father, tho he had never 
created this vifible World, had been no leſs glorious than he 
now- is. For the Creation indeed added much to the things 
created, yea, gave them their Al, but nothing to God, who 
is infinite in Eſſence. Nevertheleſs, if God had created uo- 


thing, there had been no Foundation for the Attribute of 


(e) Defence of the Nicens Creed, Sect. 2. Ch. 2. FC. 2. & 


Ch. 3. C. 4. & Ch. 4. 9. 7. 


(F) Upon the Creed of the Apoſtles, Lib. 11. Ch. 3. | | 
Aa4 1 Deator, 
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Creator, nay, it had not been a true and real Attribute of 
God. After the ſame manner, ſuppoſe the Son of God ne- 
ver to have deſcended, in order to the taking our Nature 
upon him, he had remain d no leſs glorious in Nature and 
Perſon than he now is, yet he had not been glorify'd by, or 
for the Title or Attribute of Incarnation. Or 3 the 
ſame Son of God had never humbled himſelf to Death, ha- 
wing taken upon him the Firm of a Servant, (in this the 
Learned Man is miſtaken, that he refers the Form of 
a Servant to the loweſt degree of our Lord's Exinani- 
tion) he had certainly remain d no leſs glorious in his Na- 


ture, his Perſon, and his Attribute of Incarnation, than he 
now is; but yet he would not have had thoſe magnificent Ti- 


tles, by which he is calld OUR LORD, OUR RE- 
DEEMER, and the Fountain of our Grace and Salva- 
tion. All theſe Attributes are real, and therefore ſuppoſe a 
real Foundation, namely, that Chriſt humbled . himſelf to 
Death, and that the Death of the Croſs. Nor are theſe 
only real Attributes, but alſo more honourable (both in reſpect 
to God the Father, who of his good pleaſure gave his only- 
begotten Son for us, and in reſpect to the Son of God, who 
by his Exinanition was pleas'd to pay the Price of our Re- 
demption) than the Attribute of Creation. Therefore the Sou 
of God alſo, not the Son of David only, was exalted after 
Death by a new and real Title, namely, the Title of R E- 
DEMPTION and SALVATION. 
23. This, no doubt, was what the Apoſtle had a 
mind to ſignify to us in the (g) Place juſt now cited, 
where he teaches that Chriſt (who, as the Son of God, 
before he was made Man, was in the Form of God, 
and equal to God the Father) was ſo exalted after 
his Death by God the Father, that now all Men are 
of right oblig'd to confeſs he is their Lord; namely, by 
a new Title, as he has redeem'd them with his own 
precious Blood, that they ſhould no longer be in their 
own power, but his Servants, as bought with a Price (h). 
Now the Merit of this Title is more than once greatly 
extolled in the Apocalypſe. Thus the four living Crea- 


0) Ver, 11, () Compare 1 Cor. 6. Vevſe the Ia „aud 7, 
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tures, and the twenty - four Elders, ſing this new Song 
to the Lamb of God (i): Thou art worthy to receive the 
Book, and to open the Seals thereof, for thou waſt ſlain, and 
haſt redeem'd us to God by thy Blood, out of every Tribe, and 
Language, and People, and Nation. Then ſing the Choir 
of Angels: (e) Worthy is the Lamb that was ſlain, to 
receive Power, and Riches, and Wiſdom, and Strength, and 
Honour, and Glory, aud Bleſſing. 'This Divine Honour 
is given to the Son of God in right of Redemption, 
as that is given to God the Father in right of Creation, 
which we find in another Place (I): Worthy art thou, O 
Lord, to receive Glory, and Honour, and Power ; for thou 
haſt made all things, and for thy pleaſure they are and were 
created. God the Father is glority'd for the Work of 
the Creation, not as tho the Son, (m) by whom he made 
all things, was not alſo to be glorify'd upon the fame - 
account; but as the Father is the Fountain of the 
Deity, from whom the Son had both his Nature, and 
all his Divine Operations. God the Son is glorify'd 
for the Work of Man's Redemption, not as tho God 
the Father was not alſo to be glorify'd for the ſame 
Cauſe (for he, of his infinite Compaſſion to Mankind, 
ſent (u) his Son into the World for our Salvation) but 
becauſe the Son alone took upon him Human Nature, 
and in that Nature was made obedient even to Death, 
therefore the Work of Man's Redemption is, as it 
were, appropriated to the Son. 7 

24. Now from this, that the Son by his Humilia- 
tion has a juſt Title, and a moſt equitable Right to a 
divine Authority over, and Honour from Men (to ob- 
ſerve this by the way) we have this ſtrong Argument 
for his Divinity: Whoſoever has a juſt Title to divine 
Authority over Men, and divine Honours from them, 

muſt be God ; but the Son has a juſt Title to divine 
Authority over Men, c. Therefore the Son muſt be 
God. 'The Hereticks acknowledge the Minor, nor 
need we thank them for it, ſince it is very clearly 
prov'd from the Scriptures juſt now cited, which in- 

(i) Ch. 5, ver. 9. (&) Ver. 12. (7) Ch. 4. verſe the laſt. 
(n) John 1. 3. Col, 1. 16. (n) John 3.16, 
| | form 
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form us, that divine Authority, and divine Honours, 
are as well due to God the Son, as Redeemer, as to 
God the Father as Creator. For the Major, no ſober 
Man can doubt of it. For it is certain, and confeſs'd 


by our Adverſaries, that no Creature can ſtrictly me- 


rit that eternal Glory and Happineſs, which holy Men 
ſhall partake of in the other World. How much 
more, abſurd ſhou'd I ſay, or rather ſhocking, is it to 
ſay, that a mere Man can merit divine Honours, and 
even acquire to himſelf the Throne of God? Suppoſe, 
as Socinus doth, that Chriſt is only mere Man, how 
can you find ſuch Merit in his Obedience ? When he 
was Man, he appear'd as a common Man, he under- 
went Death, and that, as God would have it, the 
Death of rhe Croſs. Now what did Chriſt, more 
than Peter the Apoſtle of Chriſt ? (if we may give Cre- 
dit to Eccleſiaſtical Hiſtory.) Could he then, as Man 
merit the Crown of the Saints by all his Sufferings ? 
No. What the (o) Apoſtle ſays, is certainly true of all 
the Sufferings of Men; I reckon the Suffering s of this 
preſent time, not worthy to be compar'd to the Glory which 
ſhall be reveal'd to us. How much leſs, if he was only 
meer Man, could Chriſt by his Paſſion merit divine 
Honours 2 On the other hand, if, as the Apoſtle doth, 
you conceive the Son of God to have exiſted firſt in 
the form of God, and conſequently in reſpect of his 
Nature to have been equal to God ; then to have 
taken upon him the form of a Servant, and to have 
been made Man; laſtly, in this Nature to have obey 'd 
God the Father to Death, even the Death of the 
Croſs; we ſhall immediately perceive his infinite Con- 
deſcenſion, and of conſequence, his infinite Merit. 


This by way of Digreſſion. This then is the firſt and 
chief: reaſon why, as it were, a new divine Authority 


is in Scripture given to the Son of God, partaker of 
the divine Nature and Honour with God the Father, 
after his Death ; namely, becauſe after he had ac- 
compliſh'd the Work of our Redemption, he acquired 
this Authority by a new Title (p). 

() Rom. S. 18. () See Def. N. Cr. Sekt. 2. cap. 3. f. 15. 
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25. (2.) It may alſo be underſtood of that new and 
illuſtrious Manifeſtation of the Glory and divine Ma- 
jeſty of God the Son, made all the World over after 
his Reſurrection and Aſcenſion into Heaven. Whilſt 
the Son was upon Earth, he was found in faſhion as a 
Man, a mere Man, made no appearance of any thing 
more, except that in his Miracles ſome glimpſe of 
the divine Majeſty ſhew'd themſelves through the 
Veil of the human Fleſh. But after his Aſcenſion 
into Heaven, the Glory of the Son was wonderfully 
reveal'd, by the Holy Spirit pour'd out upon the A- 
poſtles by him, by the ſtupendous Miracles wrought 
in his Name, by his Goſpel preach'd every where, the 
Believers being baptiz'd, not only in the Name of the 
Father, but alſo of the Son and Haly Spirit. This 
Manifeſtation of the Son's divine Majeſty was the - 


more illuſtrious, becauſe, not only whilſt he convers'd 


among Men in human Fleſh, bur alſo in the Ages be- 
fore that, his Divinity was either but obſcurely known, 
or wholly unknown. Tertullian ſpeaks very well of 
this Matter (): It pleas'd God ſo to renew the Covenant, 
as that he ſhould after a new manner be believ'd one through 
the Son and Holy Spirit ; that he ſhould be openly known in 
his proper Names, who in times paſt was not underſtood to 
be preach'd in the Son and Spirit. Well then is that ſaid 
to be a new divine Authority given to the Son after 

his Reſurre&ion, becauſe before that time his divine 

Majeſty and Authority was ſcarce known unto Men, 

(tho' as the Word of God, by whom all things were 

made, he together with the Father exercis'd divine 

Authority over Men before the Creation.) 

26. If I'm not greatly miſtaken, this is what the 
divine Author of the Epiſtle to the Hebrews (r) means: 
Cod, who in diverſe manners hath in time paſt ſpoken to 
the Fathers by the Prophets, hath in theſe laſt Days ſpoken to 
us by his Son, whom he hath made Heir of all things, by 
whom alſo he made the World : who being the Splendor of 
his Glory, and the expreſs Image of his Eſſence, and govern- 
ing all things by his powerful Word, having purify'd our 
() Pag. 518. C) Chap. 1. v. 1, c. 
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Sins by himſelf, is ſat down on the right hand of the Ma- 

- Jeſty on high. In theſe Words the Holy Writer clearly 
expreſſes both a new Manifeſtation, and a new Title 
of the Son's divine Authority ; a new Manifeſtation, 
ver. 2. where he ſhews, that the Son now at length, 
in theſe laſt days, had manifeſted himſelf in the 
Fleſh, and afrer having accompliſh'd the Redemp- 
tion of Mankind in that Fleſh, was by the pro- 

mulg' d Decree of his Father made Heir and Lord 
of all things; but yet that his Authority did not then 
take its beginning : ſince that it is he, by whom 
God made the World ; and (as it follows) with 

Whom God the Father hath from the Creation admi- 

niſter'd and diſpos'd all things. Thus Ignatius ſays of 
the Son of, God (s): Who was with the Father beſore 
Ages, and appear'd at the end. So after him Juſtin 
ſpeaks: He who was from the beginning, but appear d of 
late. And, He who always was, but to-day is eſteem'd 
the Son. And again: Saying that then he was born to 
Men, when he was about to be reveal d. The divine Au- 

_ thor declares his new Title, ver. 3. where he teaches 
that the Son of God, tho” he was the Splendor of his 
Glory, and the expreſs Image of his Father's Eſſence, 
and adminiſtred all things by his moſt powerful 
Word; yet made an expiation for our Sins, having 

..taken upon him our Fleſh, died for us in it, and after 
he had perfected the Expiation, aſcended the Throne 

of the divine Majeſty on high, as having by the moſt 
juſt Title, a right to that Seat. Great is the Empha- 
ſis of thoſe Words, By himſelf made Expiation, &c. 
For by them is ſignified, that the Son of God, the 

| Splendor of his Father's Glory, c. did not conſtitute 
another Miniſter of this Expiation, but took our Na- 
ture into the Unity of his divine Perſon, and in 
that Fleſh offer d himſelf a Sacrifice for Sins. By the 

ſame Emphaſis, God, or the Lord, is in another place 
ſaid to have purchas'd the Church by his own Blood (t); 
where the moſt antient Alexandrian Copy, has it in a 
form yet more emphatical, as tho* we ſhould ſay, pur- 

(s) P. A. vol. 2. p. 18. () Acts 20. 28. 
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 chas'd it by Blood, and that his own proper Blood. 
The ſtreſs of our Interpretation lies upon theſe Words, 
By whom he made the Worlds, which we have elſewhere 
clearly and at (2) large ſhewn, muſt need be under- 
ſtood of the Creation of the World properly ſo call'd. 
This ſuppos'd, it is clear from this place, that the 
Son of God was before all Ages with God the Father, 
and exiſted in the Paternal Nature and Glory; then 
that the Univerſe was made by Him, and afterwards 
by his moſt powerful Authority and Command, go- 
vern'd and directed ; nevertheleſs that the divine Au- 
thority of the Son lay hid, as it were, till the laſt 
times of the Goſpel, and was at length reveal'd, when 
the Son took upon him human Nature, humbled him- 
ſelf to Death for the Salvation of Mankind, and thus, 
as it were, by a new and juſt Title acquir'd divine 
Authority over Men. 

27. The Oeconomy of the Divine Perſons in the 
moſt Holy Trinity, is to me indeed wonderful; that 
Oeconomy, by which every diſtin& Perſon holds Man- 
kind obliged to his Divine Authority, by a diſtin& 

Title, with which Title the diſtin& Revelation of 
every Perſon's Authority correſponds. - We worſhip 
the Father under the Title of Creator of the Uni- 
verſe, who was alſo known to Men from the Creation 
of the World : We worſhip the Son under the Title 
of our Saviour and Redeemer, whoſe Divine Glory 
and Authority therefore was not revealed, till he had 
accompliſhed the Affair of Man's Salvation and Re- 
demption upon Earth. Laſtly, we worſhip the Holy 
Spirit under the Title of Paraclete, our Inlightner and 
Sanctifier, whoſe Divine Majeſty did then appear 
more plain after his Deſcent upon the Apoſtles and 
firſt Chriſtians, exceeding illuſtrious by the moſt plen- 
tiful Effuſions of all ſorts of Gifts. Then at laſt the 
Apoſtles, and that by their Lord's Command, bap- 
tized the Nations into the full and united Trinity, 
(as St. Cyprian ſpeaks) i. e. in the Name of the Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghoſt, This is what Tertullian intends, 

| (#9) Fudgment of the Cath. Church, Cap. 5. Seft. 8. 
| when 
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when giving the reaſon, why Chriſt did not baptize 
himſelf, he ſays: Into whom ſhould he baptixe? Into 
Repentance | ? What buſineſs then had his Forerunner ? 
Into the Remiſſion of Sins, which he gave by a Word? Into 
himſelf, whom he veil d with Humility ? Into the Holy 
Spirit, who was not yet deſcended from the Father? After 
this Revelation, by which the Divine Nature is known 
in its diſtinct Perſons, all thoſe, to whom it is made, 
are in Right bound, and by Divine Precept obliged 
to pay the ſame Divine Worſhip and Honour to the 
Son, which they pay to the Father; tho before it was 
ſufficient for all the Pious among God's People to 
" Worſhip and adore One God the Father of all things, 
without that diſtin Acknowledgment of Perſons. 
Hence tlioſe Sayings, that under the Goſpel it is re- 
quired, that a Men honour the Son, as they honour the 
Father ; and he that denieth the Son, hath not the Father (x). 
28. We now come to the third way, or manner, by 
which the Son of God, God of God the Father 'be- 
fore Ages, acquired, as it were, a new Divine Autho- 
'rity. The Son of God, having taken upon NE Ru- 
man Nature, and in that humbled himſelf, ben 
dient to the Father, even to the Death of the Ws, Y 
Was truly and properly exalted after his Reſurre WM OW 
and advanced to the right hand of the Father. Now *% 
 Whatſoever was added to the human Nature either 3 
his Humiliation or Exaltation, is with good reaſon in 
Seripture attributed to the Son of God, upon account 
of the nice and unſpeakable Communion of the Hu- 
man Nature with the Divine Perſon of the Son of 
| God, as Origen expreſſes the hypoſtatical Union. So 
be who was in the Firm of God, and equal to God, was | 
mgde» obedient to the Death of the Croſs: He who is 
the Splendor of the Father's Glory, by whoſe moſt 
powerful Command and Authority all things are ad- 
miniſter'd, made an Expiation for Sins by himſelf : 
He, who was the Prince of Life, is ſaid to (y) Le kil”d, 
and the Lord of Glory to (z) be crucify” No * on the 
(x) John 5. 8 I oa +: 23. O Acts 3. 
(z) 1 Cor. 2. 8. | 
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other hand, God | the Son] is ſaid to be receiv'd up into 
Glory (a), namely, in that Fleſh in which he was ma- 

nifeſted. To this Head alſo may be refer'd the Words 
bol our Lord's Prayer, which he put up when he was 
about to die(b) : I have glorify d thee upon Earth, I have 
finiſh'd the Work thou gaveſt me to do; and now, Father, 
glorify me with the Glory I had with thee before the World 
vas, He deſires that the Glory, which his Divine 
Nature always had with the Father before the World 
was made, may now be given to his Human Nature, 
not only by raiſing it from the Dead, and exalting it to 
Heaven; but alſo by placing it at the right hand of 
God, where the Divine Nature always was. In vain 
do the Hereticks endeavour to elude the Force of 
| this Place by interpreting it of the divine Predeſtina- 
3 tion, as their Predeceſſors did formerly (c); for they 
can't confirm this Interpretation by any ſuitable Texts 
of Holy Scripture. What they pretend, that the (d) A- 
poſtle ſpeaks after the ſame manner, where he ſays of 
the Believers, that Grace was given to them before Ages 
is a very great Miſtake. Let us read the entire Paſ- 
ſage : Of him that ſav'd us, and call d us with au holy 
Calling; not according to our Works, but his own Purpoſe 
and Grace given to us in Jeſus Chriſt before Ages, How 
great a difference is there between this Place, and that 
before us. For, 1. The Apoſtle doth not abſolutely ſay, 
according to the Grace given, but, according to the Purpoſe 
and Grace given. Now theſe words are either ſpoken 
figuratively, the Purpaſe and Grace being put for the 
graciousPurpoſe (as (e) afterwards, Life and Intorruptibility 
are put for the incorruptible Life) or they are to be ta- 
ken in this plain Senſe ; According to the Grace, Which 
God purpos'd, or decreed to give us in Chriſt before Ages. 
Again, Chriſt does not ſay, the Glory which thou gaveſt 
me before the World was made, but, which 1 had. No 
Man can avoid ſeeing the difference between theſe. For 
it may be ſaid, that Grace is then given by God, with 
regard to the Certainty of his Purpoſe, by which he 
(a) 1 Tim. 3.16. (6) John 17.4, 5. (e) Novatian de Tri- 
nitate. (d) 2 Tim. 1.9, (e) Ver. 10. ” 


V VS Tz * * _- A * A 1 1 * 
_ 4 r 
* bs, * . 4 


f 
0 
s 
J 
t 
, 
- 


e ! wm — ˙m! ⅛—u at on As i ty a bays 01-8 


384 The Primitive TxAavitiON, GG. 
| decreed that the Faithful ſhould have that Grace in 
Chriſt, in After-Ages, tho neither that Grace, nor 
thoſe Perſons, were then in actual being, who ſhould 
have what was given them. Now. the word [have] is 
poſſeſſive, and denotes the preſent Act and Fruition, 
(as the ()] Biſhop of Ely has well obſerv'd upon this 
Place.) Laſtly, it is thus in the Words of Chriſt, the 
Glory which I had with thee, namely, when I exiſted 
along with thee. Nor 1s it to be doubted that theſe 
Words of Chriſt, The Glory which I had with thee be- 
fore the World was made, have the ſame Senſe with the 
Saying of St. John in the beginning of the Goſpel, 
that the Word was in the beginning with God, i, e. the Fa- 
ther. Befides, we have ſhewn in (g) another place, how 
the human Nature of Chriſt, exalted in the Heavens 
is partaker of the divine Glory and Honour. | 

29. 'Thus much concerning the Adoration of Jeſus 
Chriſt, and the Argument drawn from it by Juſtin 
and other Fathers to prove his Divinity. From all 
that has been ſaid, I think it is now very plain, that 
the Religion of. the beſt Men, which made them afraid 
of giving divine Worſhip to a mere Man, was not (as 
Zuicker, that inſolent Deſpiſer of the Fathers imagin d) 
Vain, Puerile, and Superſtitious; but ſupported by 
the beſt and ſtrongeſt Reaſons, which they, and their 
Accomplices, the Worſhippers of Man, may much 
eaſier contemn than refute. 


To the only God, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, be given 
Adoration and Bleſſing for ever and ever. Amen. 
) Againſt the Racovian Catechiſm, Set. 2 . 
8 Be. V. Cr. Sec. 2. Cap. Z» & 15. : 
2 | 


